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Current Topics. 


Evidence in Passing-off Cases. 


WE RECENTLY (ante, p. 312) discussed the important decision 
of the Court of Appeal in Ireland in the case of Henessey v. 
Keating, wherein that court treated as admissible in a passing-off 
action, and carefully considered, evidence of trade witnesses on 
the question whether the defendant's label was calculated to deceive 
—a decision of which we ventured to entirely approve. This case 
bas since come before the House of Lords, and the appeal to that 
tribunal was dismissed with costs (25 R. P. C. 361). The House 
of Lords did not say that the Court of Appeal was right in 
admitting and considering the evidence above-mentioned, but, on 
the other hand, they did not say that the Court of Appeal was 
wrong in doing so: in fact the only thing bearing on the matter 
to be found in any of the judgments is the foliowing remark of 
the Lord Chancellor: “It would not help if twenty witnesses 
were called to say that in their opinion there was imitation. I 
must act on my own opinion, and I with the conclusion 
arrived at by the Court of Appeal.” ‘The Lord Chancellor, 
therefore, did not take into account the evidence of the witnesses 
mentioned above, but he agreed with the conclusion arrived at by 
the Court of Appeal, which conclusion was arrived at after a 
careful consideration of this evidence. 


Comparisons of Handwriting. 


Tae case of McCullough v. Munn (1908, 2 Ir. Rep., p. 
194) is a curious one as to the use of a photographic copy of a 
libellous letter which had disap In an action for libel 
contained in a letter alleged to have been written by the 
defendant, accusing the plaintiff of immorality with the wife 
of a third person, the defendant traversed writing the letter. 
The original letter was lost, but a photograph had been taken of 
it and the envelope in which it was enclosed had been preserved 
On the first day of the trial the plaintiff's counsel used the phote- 
graph in his speech to the jary, and the jury were allowed to see 
and examine it. On the following day it transpired that the 
original letter was lost, and the judge ruled that, though the 
photograph was evidence of the contents of the letter, it could not 
be used for comparison of handwriting with the genuine letters of 
the defendant. The trial resulted in a verdict fied prey . 
The Divisional Court set aside the verdict and di a new 
trial, which resulted in a verdict for the defendant, There was 
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again a motion for a new trial, and an appeal to the Court 
of Appeal, when Firzcrpnon, L.J., considered the use and 
admissibility of photographs as evidence of written documents, 
and eaid: “The law recognizes photography as a mechanical 
means of copying. A photograph, when admissible, is good 
secondary evidence of the original. The tribunal which tried 
this case was entitled to see the photograph as secondary evidence 
of the lost original, and to look at it for the purpose of ascer- 
taining the words of the libel, and the way in which those words 
were spelled, and the shape and size of the paper on which they 
were written.” But there can be little doubt that the photograph 
was properly rejected when it was proposed to use it for com- 
arison of handwritimg with the genuine letters of the defendant. 
t may be said that the photographic process is ruled by general 
laws that are uniform in their operation, and that a likeness 
is generally obtained of the object set before the camera. But 
an exact likeness must depend upon the adjustment of the 
machinery, upon the atmospheric conditions, and the skill of the 
manipulator. To allow the photograph to be placed before 
the witness who gives his opinion as to the handwriting would 
take no account of the risk of errors or differences in the execution 


of the copy. 


Criminal Appeals. 

AT THE recent sitting of the Court of Criminal Appeal it was 
made quite clear that appeals from sentences, especially when 
passed by experienced judges, will seldom be allowed. It is a 
serious thing to interfere more than is absolutely necessary with 
the discretion of judges as to sentences, and so to destroy their 
sense of responsibility. The prerogative of mercy is not affected 
by the Act; and where it is desired, in order to gain a reduction 
of sentence, to put forward appeals ad misericordiam, such as 
conditions of health, trouble of mind, and so forth, the matter 
ought to be brought to the notice of the Home Secretary in the 
hitherto accustomed way, and not brought before the Court of 
Criminal Appeal. As to purely frivolous appeals against sentences, 
it must be remembered that the court has power under the Act, in 
reconsidering such appeals, to substitute a more severe sentence 
for the sentence passed at the trial. In one appeal at a recent 
sitting, when the case was called on, counsel for the prisoner 
asked for leave to withdraw the appeal. In allowing it to be 
withdrawn the court intimated that counsel had acted wisely, as it 
was a case in which they might have exercised their power of 
inicreasing the sentence if the appeal had been persisted in. If there 
are many unfounded appeals against sentences, it will probably be 
found advisable to make a few examples by increasing, instead of 
reducing, the term of imprisonment. Probably a very few such 
examples will inculcate caution in instituting appeals against 
sentences. There is, however, another provision of the Act which 
tends in come degree to discourage appeals against sentence. 
An appellant who is not admitted to bail is entitled to be treated 
specially in prison, while awaiting the hearing of his appeal. But 
whether an appellant is admitted to bail or detained in prison 
under such special treatment pending the hearing, the time 
during which he is at large or under that treatment does not 
count. as part of his term of imprisonment unless the court 
otherwise directs. Therefore, unless the appellant is admitted to 
bail, which is not likely to be granted where the appeal is only as 
to the sentence, he probably by appealing increases the total length 
of his imprisonment. In one of the recent unsuccessful appeals 
against sentence, the court specially ordered that the term of 
imprisonment should run from the day on which the appeal was 
heard. There can be no doubt that sentences are often passed upon 
convicted persons which are unduly severe. Every one, however, 
who has had experience knows that these sentences are usually 
passed at quarter sessions, and by chairmen or recorders 
generally either of small experience or holding peculiar views. 
We have no doubt that some of these sentences will be cut down 
by the court, and that the Act will oblige such judges to exercise 
more discretion in their judgments or conform more to the 
standards set up by the High Court judges. 


Rights of Plaintiffs Inter Se. 

A cuURIOUS question was decided by the Court of Appeal in 
Seal § Edgelow y. Kingston (reported elsewhere) with reference to 
140 xighis of co-plaintifis between themselves. The plaintiffs 
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had been in partnership as solicitors, and after the dissolution of 
the partnership one of them brought the action in the firm’s name 
to recover costs alleged to be due from the defendant. Of the 
two plaintiffs, therefore, one was a real and the other a nominal 
plaintiff, and the nominal plaintiff alleged that the action was 
instituted without his authority or consent. In the ordinary 
course an order was made for mutual discovery of docu- 
ments, and the real plaintiff made an affidavit of docu- 
ments, but the nominal plaintiff declined to assist by making 
a similar affidavit. This resulted in an application by the de- 
fendant to have the action dismissed for non-compliance by the 
plaintiffs with the order for discovery. The real plaintiff being 
thus in danger of losing his action through the default of the 
nominal co-plaintiff, his former partner, applied to commit him 
for non-compliance with the order for discovery. Such a pro- 
ceeding, as between co-plaintiffs, is certainly: unusual, and it 
was objected that the court had no jurisdiction to attach one 
plaintiff at the suit of another. But the Court of Appeal did 
not give effect to the objection. It followed from the rela- 
tion of partnership that the one partner was at liberty to use 
the name of the other as plaintiff upon giving an indemnity 
against costs, notwithstanding that the partnership had been 
dissolved. ‘ One of several partners,” said Bayuxry, B., in 
Whitehead v. Hughes (2 Cr. & M. 318), “has a clear right to 
use the names of the other partners. If they object to their 
names being used, they may apply for an indemnity against the 
costs to which they might be subjected by the use of their 
names.” And by section 38 of the Partnership Act, 1890, it is 
provided that, after the dissolution of a partnership, the authority 
of each partner to bind the firm contiaues, notwithstanding the 
dissolution, so far as may be necessary to wind up the affairs of 
the partnership. In the course of the proceedings an indemnity 
had been given by the real plaintiff to the nominal plaintiff in a 
form approved by the latter, so that this requirement had been 
complied with. The real plaintiff, being thus justified in using 
his former partner's name, was entitled to look to the former 
partner to do whatever appertained to his position as plaintiff in 
the action, and upon the former partner refusing, the court had 
jurisdiction to compel compliance by attachment. 


Part Payment by Cheque and the Statute ofr 
Limitations. 

THE AUTHORITIES on the exclusion of the Limitation Act, 
1623, by virtue of part payment of. the debt, represent a con- 
sistent, though perhaps not very convenient doctrine, and it 
would seem that the recent case of Marreco v. Richardson (ante, 
p. 516) was hardly capable of any other result than that at which 
Bray, J., and the Court of Appeal arrived. The statute, as is 
well known, contains no provision for the extension of the six 
years’ period of limitation by acknowledgment or part payment, 
and since in practice such an extension is necessary, it has been 
effected by means of the doctrine of implied promise ; so that an 
acknowledgment of a debt, or a payment of interest, or part 
payment of principal, excludes the statute if it is made under such 
circumstances that a promise to pay the debt or the balance, as 
the case may be, can be implied; subject to the requirement of 
the Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828, that, where reliance 
is placed on an acknowledgment, this must be in writing. In the 
present case the debt was for costs incurred more than six years 
before the action which was commenced on the 18th of June, 
1906. On the 10th of May, 1900, the debtor gave a cheque on 
account, dated the 20th of May, with an arrangement that it 
should not be presented before the 20th of June. On this last 
date it was presented and paid. If, therefore, a promise to pay 
the balance could be inferred as being made at the date of pay- 
ment of the cheque, the action was in time, if not, it was barred. 
At first sight the question is not a little puzzling, for the debtor 
intervenes at both dates in the transaction—the delivery of the 
cheque and the providing for payment at the arranged time. But 
in fact the first seems to be the only occasion on which a promise 
to pay can be implied. The delivery of the cheque is conditional. 
payment, and the parties are then in a position to make a new 
contract for payment of the balance. When the debtor provides 
at the agreed date for payment of the cheque he does this in 
fulfilment of his obligation and not with the view of making a new 
promise. It has, accordingly, been held, ia the case of a bill of 
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exchange, that the new promise is implied at the date when the 
bill is drawn, not when it is paid: Gowan v. Forster (3 B. & Ad. 
507), Turney v. Dodwell (3 E. & B. 136). The Court of Appeal 
decided in the same sense with regard to the cheque in the present 
case, with the result that the implied promise was made on the 
10th of May, 1900, and the action, consequently, was too late. 


The Civil Procedure of the American Courts. 


Mr. Tart, Secretary of State and the Republican candidate for 
the Presidency of the United States at the next election, is not 
satisfied with the administration of the civil law on his side of the 
Atlantic, and referred to it in a recent discussion on the delays 
and defects of the enforcement of the law. He considers that 
there is much more delay than is necessary in the courts of first 
instance and in the intermediate appellate court. In the first place, 
the codes of procedure are much too elaborate. The code of the 
State of New York is burdensome from the number of its sections. 
A similar defect exists in the civil law. The elaborate Spanish 
code of procedure which prevailed in the Philippine Islands when 
they were first occupied by the American Government enabled a 
dilatory defendant to keep the plaintiff waiting in the vestibule of 
the courts until time had made justice impossible. Every additional 
technicality, every additional rule, adds to the expense of litigation ; 
and the expense of a suit involving only a small sum is in 
proportion far greater than that involving a larger amount. A 
trial by jury, which is not necessary in half the cases in which 
it is demanded, is often part of the elaborate machinery 
necessary for the adjustment and determination of the rights of 
the parties. It increases the time taken in the disposal of the 
case, and adds largely to the expense to be incurred by suitors. 
Mr. Tarr considers that the judges are responsible for much of 
the delay in the lower courts. He considers that they spend too 
much time in writing their opinions, adding that in the English 
courts the ordinary practice is for the judge to deliver his opinion 
immediately upon the close of the argument—a practice which 
ought to be enforced, as far as possible, in the American courts 
of first instance, as it is of much more importance that they 
should decide promptly than that their decisions should be correct. 
The English practice makes the judge much more attentive to the 
argument, and much more likely to give a right decision while 
the evidence and the arguments are fresh in his mind. In the 
Philippine Islands the practice has now been adopted of refusing 
the judge his monthly stipend until he can annex to his receipt 
for the money a certificate that he has disposed of all 
the business submitted to him during the previous sixty 
days. He concludes by affirming that one of the great diffi- 
culties in the profession of the law is the disposition of judges 
and advocates to treat the litigants as made for the courts and the 
lawyers, and the failure to remember that courts and lawyers are 
made for the litigants. This discourse is not without interest for 
Englishmen. Remembering the steady growth of our “ White 
Book,” we recognize the difficulties of framing a simple and 
effective code of procedure. We may be thankful that the judges 
of our county courts are not in the habit of writing their judgments, 
and may perhaps think that oral judgments are too much the rule 
in the superior courts. 


Registered Charges of Leasehold Land. 


AN ESTEEMED correspondent, whose letter we print elsewhere, 
propounds one of those puzzling questions of conveyancing practice 
which the system of registration of title raises. It concerns the 
position of the registered chargee of registered leasehold pro 
who has apparently taken no security except his registered c 
and who wishes to exercise his power of sale. The mortgagor, 
the registered proprietor of the lease, has been adjudicated bank- 
rupt, and the trustee in bankruptcy has given notice of his intention 
to disclaim the lease. The ordinary reply to such a notice, in the 
case of a mortgage by subdemise, is an eee by the 
mortgagee to have the lease vested in hi , and this is a 
matter which can be accomplished with comparatively little trouble 
and expense; He is then in a position to exercise his power 
of sale and to transfer a legal title to the purchaser. But when 
the leusehold title is registered it is also necessary to effect a 
change in the registered proprietorship. If the proprietor of a 
charge obtains an order for foreclosure, then rule 164 of the Land | 
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Transfer Rules, 1903, provides that he may be registered as pro- 
rietor of the land. In the case of disclaimer by the trustee in 
akrup‘cy, followed by a vesting order in favour of the mortgagee, 
the effect is practically the same as foreclosure, but the case is not 
within the rule, and it would seem, as our correspondent suggests, 
that an application will have to be made for rectification of the 
register. If the trustee in bankruptcy has been registered as 
proprietor, then apparently, upon his disclaimer and the making of 
the vesting order, the necessary entry in favour of the chargee would 
be made in the register under rule 199. If he has not been registered 
the entry might perhaps have been made under rule 151. But the 
application of these rules to the case is by no means clear. Our 
correspondent suggests that the trouble would have been avoided 
had the chargee taken, with his registered charge, an unregistered 
assignment of the property—that is, we presume, for the whole 
residue of the lease. But of course this would have subjected 
him to the legal liability for rent and covenants which it is the object 
of a mortgagee to avoid, and which he usually avoids by taking a 
mortgage by sub-demise. In practice we imagine the registered 
charge should be accompanied by an unregistered mortgage by 
sub-demise, notice of the mortgage sub-term being entered on the 
register. The mortgage will contain the usual trust of the nominal 
reversion, and power of attorney cr other device to transfer it, 
and the mortgagee would thus be able to procure himself to be 
registered as proprietor when circumstances made this necessary. 


Specially-indorsed Writs. 


OccastonaLty it may be necessary to go back to the ancient 
intricacies of procedure in order to elucidate some point of law at 
the present day, but any attempt to construe in this way the 
language of the code of practice contained in the Rules of the 
Supreme Court is to be deprecated, and the Court of Appeal 
defeated such an attempt in Workman, Clark, & Co. v. Lloyd 
Brazileno (1908, 1 K. B. 968). In that case the defendant had 
coatracted for the purchase of a steamer which was to be built by 
the plaintiffs. The price was to be £89,800, payable in five 
instalments of £17,960 each at various stages of the building of 
the ship. The first instalment was to be due when the 
keel was laid. This stage was completed, but the instalment 
was not paid. The plaintiffs issued a writ for the amount, 
specially indorsed under ord. 3, r. 6, and applied for 
judgment under order 14. This was granted by the master, 
who, on appeal, was affirmed by the judge; but the defendants 
sought to convince the Court of Appeal that these orders were 
not applicable to such aclaim. The case depends on whether 
the special indorsement was justified by ord. 3, r.6. That rule 
allows such an indorsement ‘*‘ where the plaintiff seeks only to 
recover a debt or liquidated demand in money payable by the 
defendant, with or without interest, arising (4) upon a contract, 
express or implied (as, for instance, on a bill of exchange, 

romissory note, or cheque, or other simple contract debt).” 
ro this the editors of the Annual Practice (1908, vol. 1, p. 12) 
append the note: ‘*These words seem properly applicable to a 
definite sum of money which would formerly have been recover- 
able in the old common law action of debt in its most technical 
form.” But why go back tothe old forms of action for the 
purpose of explaining a rule, framed in exceptionally clear terms, 
and intended to govern a procedure in which these forms have no 

ace? It appears that in Rudder v. Price (1 H. Bl. 547) it was 

ld that an instalment of an entire sum could not be recovered at 
its due date in an action of debt, but that to avail himself of that 
form of action the creditor must wait till the whole sum was due. 
But Lord Lovensoroven, who go decided, himself thought the 
result irrational, and the case is obviously not a test for the con- 
struction of ord, 3, r. 6. In applying that rule all reference to old 
forms of action is irrelevant. e question is solely whether 
there is a debt or liquidated demand in money payable upon a con- 
tract. In the present case the sum of £17,960 was, in the events 
that had happened, payable upon the contract, and without 
question the rule applied. Kennepy, L.J., indeed thought the 
matter hardly so clear as it seemed to Lord Atverstone, C.J., 
and Farwe tt, L.J., but he pointed out that the above note in the 
Annual Practice was incorrect. Nothing but confusion can 
result from trying to read the subtleties of archaic procedure into 
the prevent rules. 
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The ‘‘ Most Dubious”’ of all Professions, 

Mr. Haxnaxe, speaking at Ox/ord on the training of officers in 
the Territorial Forces, is reported to have said that tuere were a 
great many men who would be able to give the necessary time to 
it—men, for instance, who went to the bar, that most dubious and 
disagreeable of all professions. We are not quite sure that we 
understand the meaning of “ dubious ”’ ; as used in this connection, 
the expression is itself dubious, but if Mr. Hatvane meant that 
the har of all professions is the one in which success is most 
doubtful, then we aurce with him to some extent that the bar is 
dubious; though our impression is that brains, coupled with 
industry and tact, mostly bring success. But why “ disagree- 
able”? We have always looked upon the bar as one of the 
pleasantest of all the professions,-and this notwithstanding its 
dubiety ; nor have we ever doubted that the successful barrister 
regards his work (with, of course, the attendant fees) as a most 
agreeable and diverting occupation. It comes, therefore, as a 
surprise to find so eminent a K.C. as Mr. Hatpane referring to 
the bar as the most dubious and disagreeable of all the pro- 
fessions. We know that law is often dry and irksome to the 
beginner, and that many of those who have risen to the greatest 
eminence in the profession have had at first an aversion tu the 
study. It is said that Canninc. who studied law for some time 
in Lincoln’s-inn, felt the disgust which it someiimes raises in highly 
classical minds; but then CanninG was never a successful 
barrister. On the other hand, Lord Somers, who was a great 
statesman as well as a great lawyer, said he took an incredible 
pleasure in it, and preferred it even to the reading of Virei1 and 
Cicero. We believe the great majority of barristers will prefer 
the opinion of Lord Somers, and that few even “ highly classical 
minds,” of which there have been numberless instances at the bar 
from Sir Wirt1am Jones downwards, will share Cannino’s 
disgust. Some lawyers prefer politics to law, but they are in a 
small minority, and most would rather don the ermine of a judge 
than accept political office, even of Cabinet rank. At all events, 
we feel bound to enter a protest against the assertion that the 
bar is the most dubious and disagreeable of all professions. 


The Qualification of Veterinary Practitioners. 


We wave recently read a report of the case of The Roya 
Colleye of Veterinary Surgeons v. Collinson, decided by the 
Divisional Court on the 8th of April, and have some difficulty in 
appreciating the arguments on which the judgment was founded. 
An information was preferred by the college against the 
defendant, charging that he, not being on the register of 
veterinary surgeons, unlawfully used and took an addition and 
description stating that he was specially quulified to practise a 
branch of veterinary surgery, contrary to section 17 of the 
Veterinary Surgeons Act, 1881. This section imposes a fine on 
“any one, other than a person who fcr the time being is on the 
register of veterinary surgeons, who takes or uses the 
title of veterinary surgeon or veteri: ary practitioner, or any name, 
title, addition, or description stating that he is a veterinary 
surgeon or a practitioner of veterinary surgery or of any 
branch thereof, or is specially qualified to practise the same.” 
It appeared that the defendant was not on the register of 
veterinary surgeons, and that he had exhibited outside his 
residence a board, upon which was displayed the words “ M. C., 
Canine Specialist. Dogs and cats treated for all diseases.’ 
Upon these facts the court held that the words “ Canine Specialist ” 
must be taken to amount to a statement by the defendant that he 
had a special qualification to practise veterinary surgery within 
the meaning of the section, and that he was liable to the penalties 
imposed upon an illegal practitioner. We would begin by saying 
that we know of no reason why the law as tv the qualification of 
those who give medical attendance to dogs and cats should be 
more stringent than that relating to the qualification of those 
whose practice is among human beings. In the latter case the 
Jaw allows a quack, without any medical qualification, to offer 
his infallible treatment for all diseases and to take money 
for this treatment. He is only liable if, instead of contenting 
himself with the appellation “ Professor,” he assumes the title of 
a registered practitioner, Could it make any difference if such a 
person instead of *‘ Professor” was to call himself “ Specialist ’’ ? 
A “‘ bone-setter ” certainly claims to be a specialist ia the treat- 





ment of injuriestothe limbs. We have no sympathy with unqualified 
practitioners, but we cannot but think that in the case under 
consideration a wider operation was given to the word “ specially 
qualified ” than was consistent with the construction usually put 
upon penal enactments. 


The Construction of the Irish Land Act, 1896. 


A recest case before the House of Lords, relating to the 
proper construction of an enactment in the Land Law (Ireland) 
Act, 1896, illustrates the manner in which “ a statute may be con- 
strued contrary to its literal meaning when a literal construction 
would result in a gross injustice, contrary to what must have been the 
purpose and object of the provision.” This case is Vesci v. O’ Connell 
. Times, May 23), and the words above quoted are from the judg- 
ment of Lord Asnpourne. The point for decision was whether 
section 33 (4) of the Land Law (Ireland) Act, 1896, conferred on a 
person whose land was purchased compulsorily under the Irish 
Land Acts any greater right than existed be‘ore the Act, of having 
an annuity kept on foot after it had been redeemed out of the 
purchase-money. Mc. Justice Ross had held that the enactment 
had not this effect, though he thought “ the mind of the Legislature 
had got into a state of confusion” in the drafting of the sub- 
section. The Court of Appeal reversed this decision, and held 
that they must give effect to “ the plain meaning of the Act.” The 
House of Lords restored the judgment of Mr. Justice Ross. The 
judgment, delivered by Lord MacnaGuren, was particularly 
racy. He did not even agree with Mr. Justice Ross that the mind 
of the Legislature had got into a state of confusion, but thought 
that they “foresaw the difficulty clearly and avoided it with no 
little skill.’ Lord MacnaGarTeN then continued: “ The process 
vulgarly described as robbing Peter to pay Paul is not a principle 
of equity, nor is it, I think, lightly to be attributed to the Legisl.- 
ture, even in apn Irish Land Act.” All the five counsel in the case 
were Irish, and no doubt fully appreciated this sally ! 


Precedents for the Direction of Juries on 
Points of Law. 

In two actions for newspaper libels which have recently come 
before the courts—Dakhyl v. Labouchere, the 14th of March, 1907, 
and Hunt v. Star Newspaper Co., the 20th of March, 1908—a 
new trial, involving serious expense and delay, was ordered by 
the court. In each case the new trial was granted on the ground 
of misdirection, the judge having failed to instruct the jury as to 
how far the defence of ‘fair comment” is available in an action 
of libel. The facts in each of the two cases were not complicated, 
but when it is remembered that the judge has to inform the jury 
of the nature of the action, and then to proceed to furnish them 
with a summary of the evidence, and a statement of the law, and 
to put before them in clear and intelligible language the questions 
which they have to decide, we can scarcely be surprised if he 
should occasionally fail to satisfy those who afterwards peruse at 
ieisure a shorthand note of what he has said. In these days, 
when the profession is abundantly supplied with collections of 
precedents, we have sometimes wondered whether an attempt 
could not be made to frame forms of directions to juries in the 
leading departments of the law of contract qnd tort. An outline 
of the law, expressed in language so plain that it could be 
followed by an ordinary juryman, might be succeeded by questions 
of such a character as to exclude any future controversies. It 
must, however, be confessed that such a work could be useful to 
a small proportion only of those who preside at the trial of causes, 
and that it would have no interest for practitioners at the bur. 








On Tuesday, in the House of Commons, Sir W. Robson, replying to Mr. 
Bowles, said he appointed three gentlemen to be prosecuting counsel to 
the Treasury, without any inquiries as to their particular or local nation- 
ality within the United Kingdom. They were, he believed, all members 
of the English bar, and, so faras he knew, they were all Englishmen. 
Lord R. Cecil: Will the hon. and learned gentleman use his influence with 
his colleagues to see that a similar procedure is adopted with reference to 
all appointments in Scotland aud Ireland? Sir W. Robson: I caunot 
promise that I will. I take a somewhst Unionist view. Mr. O’Shaugh- 
nessy ; Why should not an Irishman be appointed if he be the ablest man 
of the lot? Sir W. Robson: I see no reason whatever. In fact, I am 
not sure that in my recent appointments the hon. member will not find an 
Inishman, though I do not profess always to be able to distinguish between 
an Eng , a0 Irishman, and a Scotchman. 
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The Effect of a Grant of Land and 
the Reform of Real Property Law. 


In last week’s number of this journal (anfe, p. 510) the writer 
made some observations on the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Copestake v. Hoper (52 Sontcrtors’ Journat, 516), reversing 
the judgment of Kexewrcn, J. (1907, 1 Ch. 366), and establishing 
that a deed of grant made under the Real Property Act, 1845, 
and executed by way of mortgage, so pastes to the mortgagee 
the legal estate in fee simple in the land granted that at 
law he is seised thereof as tenant to the mortgagor’s lord. 
The court pointed out that this was the result of the Statute of 
Quia Emptores (stat. 18 Ed.1,¢. 1). In the case in question 
the land mortgaged was freehold, and was subject on the death 
of a tenant dying seised thereof to a heriot of his best beast. 
The action was brought by the lord of the manor to enforce a 
claim to a heriot on the death of the mortgagor, and the decision 
of the Court of Appeal was that the mortgagor was not the lord’s 
tenant, and so the claim was not good. 

The decision of Mr. Justice Kexewrcn was not only incon- 
sistent with the Statute of Quia Emptores but also infringed the 
rule of law that an estate of freehold cannot be given so as to 
commence in fufuro (except by way of remainder or executory 


limitation). 1t had already been decided in the Court of Appeal | 


that this rule applies equally to conveyances by deed of grant 
under the Real Property Act, 1845, as to feoffments: Savill 
Bros. (Limited) vy. Bethel (1902, 2 Ch. 523). But Mr. Justice 
Kexkewicu nevertheless held that, until entry, the mortgagee 
was not seised as a freehold tenant of the land. The inference is 
unavoidable, that he considered that the mortgage deed conferred 
upon the mortgagee a bare right to the seisin of the freehold to 
take effect in possession upon his entry into the mortgaged land. 
It is ouly fair to state that this point was not mentioned in the 
argument addressed to the learned judge, in which, indeed, the 
points taken in the Court of Appeal as to the effect of the Statute 
of Quia Emptores and the Real Property Act, 1845, were also not 
expressly noticed. 

In a previous article in this journal (51 Sottcrroks’ Jougnat, 
478, 496) the writer had contended that Mr. Justice Kexewica’s 
decision was erroneous. And in that article he discussed a 
point not decided in Copestake v. Hoper, which is this: When a 
grant of land in fee simple is made under the Real Property 
Act, 1845, does the grantee obtain a seisin in deed or a seisin 
in law only? He certainly obtains the seisin in deed if the land 
be in the possession of a tenant for years; but in this case the 
grant takes effect at common law and under 4 & 5 Anne, c. 3, 
s. 9: see 51 Soricrtors’ Jovrnat, 478. And if, upon a grant 
of land by way of mortgage, the mortgagor attorn tenant to the 
mortgagee, there appears to be no doubt that the mortgagee 
obtains actual seisin of the land. And even where the land 
mortgaged is in the occupation of the mortgagor and the mortgagor 
does not attorn tenant to the mortgagee, it is submitte-| ‘hat, 
by reason of their tacit agreement that the mortgagor shall 
hold possession under the mortgagee and subject to the 
mortgagee’s paramount right to eject him on non-payment of 
principal or interest as contracted for, the mortgagee obtains 
seisin in deed of the land: see 51 Soxtcittors’ Journat, 478, 
496. Also where a grant of land is made to a grantee to uses, 
it appears that the ces/wi-que-wse acquires by the effect of the 
Statute of Uses the actual seisin of the land: Heslis v. Blain 
(18 C. B. N. 8. 90), Hadfield’s case (L. R. 8 C. P. 306), Williams 
on Settlements, 11-165. Suppose, however, that the grant be made, 
not to take effect under the Statute of Uses or by way of 
mortgage, but absolutely, and that the grantor go out of possession 
of the land before or upon the execution of the deed of grant, 
leaving the possession actually vacant, and the grantee do not 
enter upon the land. In this case it may no doubt be contended 
that the effect of section 2 of the Real Property Act, 1845, pro- 
viding that all corporeal hereditaments shall as regards the 
conveyance of the immediate freehold thereof be deemed to lie in 
grant as well.as in livery, is to make a deed of grant of equal 
force and effect with a feoffment accompanied by livery of seisin. 
But the writer submits that the principles, which have been 
applied in the construction of the conveyance by deed of those 


hereditaments which lie in grant at common law, point to 
the conclusion that a deed of grant of land, whereof the 
possession is varnated by the grantor, confers upon the 
grantee a seisin in law only until he actually enters thereon: 
see 51 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 479. The like conclusion is 
further indicated by analogy to the construction placed on gifts of 
land by will. It was repugnant to the principles of the common 
law that an estate of freehold in land should be conveyed by any 
ther meins than actual delivery of possession, or livery of seisin ; 
ard it was, therefore, as much against the common law for land to 
pass by a testamentary writing as by a deed. Wills of lands had, 
however, to be recognized, first where lands were devisable by 
custom, and afterwards when lands were mate devisable hy 
statute. In each of these instances it was considervd that the 
devisee had the freehold estate in him immediately upon the 
testator’s death and before he entered on the land, and was 
consequently then seised of the land in Jaw, though he did not 
obtain seisin in deed until he actually entered on the land: 
Co. Litt. 1lla, 6, 2406; Shep. Touch. 455; Watkins’ Descents, 
29 (4th ed.). 

The case of Copestake v. Hoper donne furieusement & penser. 
A decision given in the year 1908 on the combined effect of the 
Statute of Quia Emptores and the Real Property Act, 1845, upon 
a mortgage deed in common form, and the defendants obliged to 
go to the Court of Appeal to obtain it! They deserve the thanks 
of all their countrymen for shewing the English spirit so praised 
by Ineeina in Der Kampf um’s Kecht—that is to say, the 
dogged determination not to be done out of their rights. But 
while all Englishmen shou!d be grateful to the defendants for 
preserving them from the re-introduction of conveyance by lease 
and release, they should not contiuue to regard with complacency 
the present state of their land laws, which makes such cases as 
Copestake v. Hoper possible. Those who are old enough (as the 
writer is) to have learned their first lessons in real property law 
from the late Mr. Josavua Witttams’ treatise (the original 
Williams on Real Property, not the work now published under 
that name) will be reminded of two passages in that book, one in 
the first and the other in the last chap'er (pp. 15, 16, 360, Ist ed., 
1845; 16, 17, 470, 18th ed., 1880). ‘‘ Even now a common 
purchase deed of a p'‘ece of freeholi land cannot be explained 
without going back to the reign of Henry VIII., or an ordina 
settlement of land without recourse to the laws of Epwakrp I. 
That such should be the case is certainly a matter of regret. 
History and antiquities are, no doubt, interesting and delightful 
studies in their place; but their perpetual intrusion into modern 
practice, and the absolute necessity of some acquiintance with 
them, give rise to much of the difficulty experienced in the study 
of the law, and to many of the errors of its less studious prac- 
titioners. .’ “For the future, perhaps the wisest course 
to be followed would be to aim as far as possible at a uniform ty 
of system in the laws of both kinds of property; and for this 
purpose, rather to take the laws of personal estate as the model 
to which the laws of real estate should be m1d2 to conform, than, 
on the one hand, to preserve untouched all the ancient rules, 
because they were once useful, or, un the other, to be annually 
plucking off, by parliamentary enactments. the fruit which such 
rules, until eradicated, necessarily produce.” 


Since these words were written the policy of plucking off the 
fruit and leaving the tree stanting has been consistently pursued 
by those responsible for legislation during sixty-three years, with 
the result that the rcal property law of 1845 appears simple to 
the hapless coaveyancers who practise under the burden of the 
complicated law of 1908, crowned with the system of registration 
of title introduced by the Land Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897. 
Is not the form of the land laws a scandal to a nation professing 
to be civilised? Their substance is, of course, not open to such a 
reproach. But as to their form, when we regard rhe common 
law, overlaid with statutes, infinite in number, and usually sll- 





expressed, we are irresistibly reminded of Caartes Lamu’s 
' ¢haracterization of the youthful chimney-sweep’s countenance— 
' **@ superfoetation of dirt.” 

It is understood that the above-meationed policy is still being 
pursued in the present session. ‘There is in print a Bill to 
assimilate the descent of real estate on intestacy to the devol: tion 
of personalty, without, of course, otherwise altering the law of reql 
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property. ‘This is exactly the kind of reform which works far 
more mischief, in rendering the law still more complicated and 
difficult to understand and learn, than it affects any practical 
benefit. The law of real property should really be assimilated in 
principle to the law of personalty; the feudal tenure of land 
ought to be done away with; and all estates in land, whether 
legal or equitable, should be abolished, and replaced, as to legal 
interests, by a simple right of ownership indivisible into estatcs 
for life and in fee and analogous to the ownership of goods; but 
terms of years in land should be allowed to remain, and perhaps 
also, rent-charges for life. And equitable interests in land 
should be assimilated to equitable interests in personalty. This 
would effect areal simplification of the law and would auto- 
matically deliver us from the Statute of Uses and all its 
consequences, and the laws of descent of realty and of con- 
version and reconversion; it would abolish contingent remainders 
both legul and equitable; and it would leave future interests, 
both in land and goods, to be governed by one law, the rule 
against perpetuities. T. Cyprian WILLIAMS. 








The Report on Bankruptcy Law. 


Tue Report of the Departmental Committee which was appointed 
just two years ago by the Board of Trade to inquire into the law 
of bankruptcy has now been published, and the chairman, Mr. 
Muir Mackenzig, and the members of the committee are to be 
congratulated on the clearness with which they have formulated 
the results of their inquiry and on the practical nature of their 
recommendations for the amendment of the law. The report is, 
indeed, a model of what such a document should be. Under 
each head of inquiry the existing law is first stated in terms 
which avoid technicalities as far as possible; then come the 
complaints which have been made to the committee by witnesses 
or public bodies—such as trade associations and chambers of 
commerce—as to specific evils arising out of the existing law, 
with the suggestions which have been made for their removal ; 
and finally, the report states to what extent, if any, the com- 
mittee recommend that these suggestions should be adopted and 
the consequent alterations in the law made. The effect of this 
treatment of the subject is to leave the impression that no pains 
have been spared to make the report an impartial and authori- 
tative guide as to the manner in which the bankruptcy law can 
be strengthened without unduly hampering the business world. 


The specific points on which the committee were required to 
report were, shortly stated, as follows: (1) Whether bankruptcy 
courts should have power to consider the conduct of a bankrupt, 
and, if necessary, inflict punishment, whether he applies for his 
discharge or no; (2) whether the provisions as to conditions of 
discharge should be altered ; (3) whether the Law Society should 
be empowered to refuse to renew the certificates of solicitors who 
are undischarged bankrupts ; (4) whether power should be given 
for the more speedy realisation of bankrupt estates ; (5) whether 
the law as to the after-acquired property of bankrupts should be 
modified ; (6) whether the liability of married women to the 
bankruptcy law should be extended ; (7) whether the provisions 
as to the avoidance of marriage and other settlements should be 
extended ; (8) whether greater control should be introduced in 
regard to deeds of arrangement ; and (9) whether assignments of 
book debts and hiring agreements should be required to be regis- 
tered. The third of these questions has already been answered 
by the Solicitors Act, 1906. To discuss the others the com- 
mittee, which, in addition to the chairman and the present Soli- 
citor-General, included members competent to speak for solici- 
tors, for accountants, and for bankruptcy officials, like Mr. 
JoszpH Appison, Mr. W. B. Pgat, and Mr. Joun Situ, held 
fifty-five sittings, and took the evidence of sixty-four witnesses. 
These represented a large number of public bodies and trade 
societies, and the business experience thus made available for 
the committee was supplemented by the expert information as 
to bankruptcy law and practice, both in this country and else- 
where, contributed by lawyers and judicial officers specially 
cognizant of bankruptcy law. The result of this investigation 


covers a wide field, and it will not be possible to do more at 
present than indicate the conclusions at which the committee 





have arrived. It may be assumed that there is no possibility of 
legislation on the lines of the report in the present year, and 
there will be opportunity hereafter for more detailed discussion. 

1. Procedure for the Investigation of the Conduct and 
Affairs of a Bankrupt.—tThe first point referred to them the 
committee consider under this and the following head, the 
inquiry being, first, whether the existing procedure for investi- 
gating the conduct and affairs of a bankrupt is efficient; and 
next, whether bankrupts should be made amenable to a special 
punitive process. On the first point the committee report that 
the existing law and practice do not require amendment. The 
preliminary private examination into the bankrupt’s affairs, 
followed by the public examination, in which all persons 
interested can take part, gives all the power necessary for ascer- 
taining the position of the bankrupt and the conduct which has 
caused the insolvency. 

2. Consideration of a Debtor’s Conduct and Imposition of 
Punishment for Misconduct.—The existing law recognizes 
various offences by a bankrupt as criminal, such as contracting 
debts by means of fraud, or obtaining credit exceeding £20 
while undischarged without disclosing the bankruptcy. In 
prosecutions for those offences the bankruptcy courts usually 
take the initiative, and, when they so direct, the Public Prose- 
cutor has no option but to carry on the necessary proceedings, 
first before a magistrate, and then at assizes or sessions. It has 
been objected that these proceedings are dilatory, and the Public 
Prosecutor has complained that he is sometimes bound to 
prosecute where he considers the proceedings improper. But 
the committee have declined, on the one hand, to recommend 
that the bankruptcy courts themselves should have punitive 
jurisdiction, and, on the other, to allow the Public Prosecutor to 
exercise a discretion as to carrying out a prosecution ordered 
by a judge or a registrar. In lieu of these courses, they propose 
that offences under the Debtors Acts and the Bankruptcy Acts 
shall be punishable on summary conviction before magistrates 
and justices; and that where an order of a bankruptcy court is 
made on the application, and based on the report of, the official 
receiver, it may authorize the official receiver to prosecute. This 
latter recommendation would invest the official receivers with 
functions which are foreign to their position, and will not pass 
without criticism. It is also suggested that, where the facts 
constituting the offence are proved, the burden of proving 
absence of intention to defraud or other defence shall be upon 
the debtor. 

The committee have also considered whether certain trading 
offences, which are now only cognizable when a debtor applies 
for sanction to a composition or for discharge, should be made 
substantive offences and punishable as such. These include 
failure to keep proper books of account, trading with knowledge 
of insolvency, speculation leading to insolvency, and failure to 
account for any substantial deficiency of assets. As regards 
failure to keep proper books of account, it is pointed out that 
the main objection to treating this as criminal is that the crime 
is only committed if bankruptcy follows—that is, the debtor 
would be punished not for the omission to keep proper books, 
but for the bankruptcy, which might be the result of mere 
misfortune. But notwithstanding this, the committee, follow- 
ing, it would seem, the analogy of French and German law, 
propose that, subject to certain conditions, the omission to keep 
proper books of account shall, if it has occurred within two 
years before the bankruptcy, be an offence punishable on sum- 
mary conviction by imprisonment. And a similar recommen- 
dation is made as to the other offences just mentioned, except 
that of trading with knowledge of insolvency. It is also recom- 
mended that the limit of credit for undischarged bankrupts shall 
be £10 instead of £20, and that it shall be punishable for an 
undischarged bankrupt to trade under the name of any other 
person or of a firm. In this connection the committee refer 
with approval to the proposal for registration of firms, but 
without making any specific recommendation. 

3. Law Relating to the Discharge of a Bankrupt from his 
Debts.—It appears that with a considerable number of bankrupts 
the disadvantages of a discharge outweigh its advantages, with 
the result that they never apply for a discharge at all. The 
opportunity for judicial censure which this application affords ig 
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lost, and, in fact, they manage to continue to trade although still 
under the ban of the bankruptcy law. Suggestions were made 
to the committee for altering this state of things, and in parti- 
cular the Associated Chambers of Commerce passed a resolution 
that within six months after the public examination the official 
receiver should present a report as to the bankrupt’s conduct 
relative to his affairs, and that if after this report it was proved 
that the debtor had been guilty of misconduct, the bankruptcy 
court should be empowered to inflict such summary punishment 
and impose such disabilities as might seem expedient. With the 
proposal for conferring this punitive jurisdiction on the bank- 
ruptcy court the committee do not agree, but they recommend 
that after the public examination an order shall be made appoint- 
ing a day on which the conduct and affairs of the bankrupt are 
to be considered in open court. The court would hear a report 
by the official receiver on the bankrupt’s conduct and affairs 
and a report by the trustee on the realization and position of 
the bankrupt’s estate, and the court would then determine when 
and subject to what conditions the bankrupt’s discharge should 
be granted, and exercise the same jurisdiction as at present on 
an application for discharge. 

4. Law and Practice as to Realization of Estate in Bank- 
ruptcy.—On this the committee report that, while power might 
be usefully conferred on the bankruptcy court to order an imme- 
diate sale of the bankrupt’s property in exceptional cases, the 
matter is not one on which there is any urgent demand for such 
a change. A more serious question arising in relation to the 
bankrupt’s estate is the relation back of the trustee’s title to 
the earliest act of bankruptcy within three months before the 
petition. Recent cases—see Davis v. Petrie (1906, 2 K. B. 
786), Ponsford Baker v. Union Bank (1906, 2 Ch. 444)—have 
shewn how harshly this doctrine bears on persons who have 
bond fide paid money after an act of bankruptcy; where, for 
instance, a debt is paid to the future bankrupt. On this subject, 
which is one of great practical importance, the committee recom- 
mend alterations in the law which would have the effect of pro- 
tecting payments made to a-debtor or his assignee, bond fide and 
in the ordinary course of business, before the receiving order and 
before notice of the petition. Suggestions have been made that 
the requirements as to proofs and proxies should be relaxed, but, 
while the committee recommend this as to proofs, they consider 
that any change as to proxies would bring back evils which the 
present system has abolished. 

5. After-acquired Property of a Bankrupt.—The anomalies 
of the present law are too well known to need explanation. The 
committee propose to put real and personal property on the same 
footing and to protect dealings with both alike, also giving to 
creditors whose debts are incurred after the bankruptcy a prior 
claim against after-acquired property. 

6. Married Women and their Inabilities under Bankruptcy 
Law.—Here again the existing law is in a very unsatisfactory 
condition, in consequence of the restriction of bankruptcy to 
cases where the married woman has separate estate and is 
trading separately from her husband, and of her not being 
liable, even then, to a bankruptcy notice. The committee recom- 
mend that trading shall subject a married woman to the bank- 
ruptcy law, whether she trades separately from her husband or 
no ; that the bankruptcy court shall have power to apply income 
restrained from anticipation to payment of debts; and that a 
judgment against a married woman may be the ground for a 
bankruptcy notice. 

7. Marriage Settlements and Covenants to Settle Future 
Property.—On this head the committee propose the insertion 
in Section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, of a provision 
designed to prevent covenants for the future payment of money 
or the settlement of future property from operating so as to 
defeat the claims of creditors. 

8. Deeds of Arrangement.—The committee make a series of 
recommendations with a view to securing the proper working 
of deeds of arrangement. These are too long to be stated 
here with any precision. The chief points are that the 
deed to be operative at all must receive the assent of a majority 
in number and value of the creditors ; that the trustee under the 
deed shall give security, and that his accounts shall be subject to 
audit by the Board of Trade at the instance of one-half in 


number and value of the creditors ; and that executing creditors 
shall be debarred from taking bankruptcy proceedings founded 
on the execution of the deed. i 

9. Registration of Assignments of Book Debts and of Hire- 
Purchase Agreements.—The committee recommend the compul- 
sory registration of general assignments of book debts, but not 
of assignments of specific book debts. As to hire-purchase 
agreements, they recommend a clause which would protect 
sheriffs’ officers against claims by the owners of chattels let On 
such agreements; but, having regard to the wide use of agree- 
ments of this nature and the importance of the trades in whieh 
they are prevalent—such as the letting of rolling stock—they 
consider that the evils of registration would be greater than 
the evils to be remedied, and they do not submit any proposals 
for a chahge. 

The report also contains recommendations with reference to 
administration orders in bankruptcy, with a view to raising the 
limit of total indebtedness from £50 to £100, and enabling a 
debtor to apply for an order although no judgment has been 
obtained against him. It will be seen that the recommendations 
deal with a large number of matters of importance, and to give 
effect to them will require a statute of some length and com- 
plexity. 


Legal Estate in Land Settled by 
Bankrupt. 


By section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, a post-nuptial 
settlement can, in the event of the settlor becoming bankrupt 
within ten years after the date of the settlement, be avoided by 
the trustee in the bankruptcy, unless the settlor can prove that he 
was able to pay his debts without the aid of the settled property, 
“and that the interest of the settlor in such property had passed 
to the trustee of such settlement on the execution thereof.” 
These latter words were not contained in the corresponding 
enactment (section 91) of the Bankruptey Act, 1869, but 
appeared for the first time in the Act of 1883, and they do not 
seem to have come up for judicial interpretation in any of the 
English courts until the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council 
recently had to construe them in an appeal from the Supreme 
Court of Appeal of the Straits Settlements: see Shrager vy. March 
(Times, May 23). . 
Suracer and his partners carried on business in ——— 
and elsewhere, and in 1905 the firm had been adjudicated 
bankrupt in England. In 1901 Suracer had executed 
a deed settling certain land in Singapore on his wife and 
family. The legal estate in the land was not vested in the 
trustee of the settlement, but the deed took the form of a 
declaration of trust on the part of Suracegr that he or the 
trustees of the settlement would stand seised of the land upon 
trust for sale and hold the proceeds upon the trusts of the settle- 
ment. Makcn, the trustee in the bankruptcy, admitting that the 
settlor was solvent at the time of the settlement, and that 
the settlement was made in good faith, nevertheless claimed 
that it was void against him on the ground that the 
property comprised in the settlement did not, on the execu- 
tion thereof, pass from the settlor to the trustee of the settle- 
ment. In the court of first instance it was held that, although 
there was no actual transfer of the legal title, the declaration of 
trust was sufficient to pass the interest of the settlor within the 
meaning of the enactment. This was reversed by the local Court 
of Appeal, on the ground that the interest of the settlor referred 
to in section 47 must be the legal estate of the settlor, and the 
settlement was, therefore, held void against the trustee in the 
bankruptcy. : Sr 
But the Judicial Committee, in turn, reversed this decision, 
and held that the settlement was valid. The judgment of the 
Committee was delivered by Lord Macnacuren. The words 
above quoted were, it was said, ‘certainly not well chosen, 
but the meaning was clear. The settlor must, on the execution 
of the settlement, divest himself of all interest in the property 
settled.” The declaration of trust was “a sufficient cemplance 
with the exigency of the new proyision contained in section 47 of 








the Act of 1883.” This is a construction which there seems no 
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reason to doubt would be accepted as correct by the ordinary 
English courts. Unfortunately, owing to the somewhat Gilbertian 
distinction between the House of Lords and the Judicial Com- 
mittee, the judgment delivered by Lord Macnacuren is not 
technically binding on the Supreme Court of Judicature, much 
less on the House of Lords, It does not appear from the report 
precisely how the English Act of 1883 came to be the subject of 
decision in the Straits Settlements courts. As a matter of fact, 
however, the local ordinance in force in the Straits Settlement 
(No. 2 of 1888, section 45) contains provisions taken word for 
word from section 47 of the Act of 1883, including the final 
words of sub-section 1 which were under consideration in the 
present case. 








The Proviso in the Criminal Appeal 
Act. 


By E. H. Picxerseiiy, M P. 


FEgaRs were entertained in some quarters that the proviso attached to 
the determination of appeals under the Criminal Appeal Act might 
defeat the e of the statute. The proviso is as follows: 
“Provided that the court may, notwithstanding that they are of 
opinion that the point raised in the appeal might be decided in 
favour of the appellant, dismiss the appeal if they consider that no 
substantial miscarriage of justice has actually occurred.” 

This enactment may be compared with the corresponding proviso 
contained in the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1883, of New South 
Wales, which runs thus: ‘‘ Provided that no conviction . . . 
shall be . . . avoided unless for some substantial wrong or other 

i iage of justice.” It will be seen that of the two the terms of 
the colonial statute are stronger in favour of upholding the convic- 
tion. Now this proviso came under review by the Judicial Committee 
of the Privy Council in the well-known case of Mukin v. Attorney- 
General for New South Wales (1894, A. C. 57). Therecertain evidence 
alleged to be inadmissible had been received at the trial. It was 

that, assuming that the evidence had been improperly admitted, 
yet if, when this was set aside, there remained sufficient evidence to 
justify the conviction, the verdict ought to stand. As the Judicial 
Sieaititen of the Privy Council held that the impugned evidence was 
admissible, it became unnecessary to decide the point raised respecting 
the proviso; but they expreesed an opinion obiter that ‘‘ the construc- 
tion contended for trausfers from the jury to the court the determina- 
tion of the question whether the evidence (that is to say, what the law 

yas evidence) established the guilt of the accused”; and again 
they said, ‘‘ We do not think it can properly be said that there has 
been no substantial wrong or miscarriage of justice when on a point 
material to the = or innocence of the accused the jury have, not- 
withstanding objection, been invited by the judge to consider in 
arriving at their verdict matters which ought not to have been 
submitted to them.”’ 

In the curious case of Rex v. Dyson, decided on Monday last, the 
Court of Criminal Appeal expressly followed the dictum of the 
Judicial Committee. ‘there the prisoner had been convicted of the 
mavsiaughter of his child, whom he bad assaulted and injured in 
November, 1906, and again in December, 1907. The child died in 
March last, aud it became a ques'iou to which injury the death was due. 
Mr Justice CoLERIDGE, in summing up the case to the jury, told 
them that it did not matter whether it was the first or the second 
1: Jury which caused the dc ath, momentarily forgetting the old rule 
of the common Jaw that a person is not deemed to have committed 
homicide when the death takes place more than a year and a da 
after the injury causing it. The Court of Criminal Appeal, of course, 
held that the direction was wrong; and, further, they arrived at the 
cunclusion that the case did not fall within the proviso, and they 

uashed the conviction. The Lord Chief Justice, after laying down, 
almost in the words of the Judicial Committee, that ‘‘we cannot 
substitute the court for the jury,” added: “I cannot say that with 
the evidence before them, and on a proper direction, the jury must 
have come to the conclusion that the child’s death was accelerated by 
the injuries inflicted in December, 1907.” 

Tous it appears that when substantial evidence has been im- 
pr ly received, cr when a misdirection has been given, the case 
will not fall within the proviso unless, apart from the misreceived 
evidence lu the one care, and with a proper direction in the other, 
the a is the verdict which twelve reasonable men must have 
arrived at. 








on Justice mg _ the peer Commissioners are to sit at the 
Courts, Dublin, next week to hear cases under the Railway and 
Cana: Traffic Acts arising in Ireland, y 





Reviews. 
The Law of Torts. 


Tue Law oF Torts: A TREATISE ON THE PRINCIPLES OF OBLI- 
GATIONS ARISING FROM CIVIL WronGs IN THE Common Law; 
TO WHICH I8 ADDED THE DrarT orf A CoDE oF CIVIL Wxoncs 
PREPARED FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF INvIA. By Sir FReDgRICK 
Potiock, Bart., D.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. EicHTH EDITION. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Sir Frederick Pollock’s work on Torts, which now appears in the 
eighth edition, has attained an established plaze as a scientific state- 
ment of this branch of the law, so far as such a statement is possible, 
We gather from the preface that the learned author thinks it would 
be still more possible, but for the occasional interference of the Logis- 
lature with problems which the courts are working out in their own 
fashion. Referring to the Trade Disputes Act, 1906, and the extra- 
ordinary immunities it confers on combinations, both of employers 
and workmen, he says: ‘‘ Legal science has evidently nothing to do 
with this violent empirical] operation on the body politic, and we can 
only look to jurisdictions beyond seas for the further judicial 
considerations of the problems which our courts were endeavourin 
(it is submitted, not without a reasonable measure of success 
to work out on principles of legal justice.’ We are not sure, 
however, that the long line of recent trade union cases, with 
their perplexing subtleties, represented the best way of developing 
the law, and in any case the legal scientist must be prepared for the 
short cuts which the Legislature sometimes takes in the interests, 
real or supposed, of the public. Apart from the Trade Disputes Act, 
1906, and the replacing of the Workmen’s Compensation Act of 1897 
by that of 1906, this edition appears to incorporate no changes of 
importance, but it contains iuteresting discussions of debateable 
questions which have recently been before the courts; for instance, 
the recovery of damages for nervous shock, a matter on which the 
decision of the Privy Couucil in Victorian Railways Commissioners v. 
Coultas (13 App. Cas. 222) against their recovery, has not 
accepted with favour by the High Court: see Duliew v. White (1901, 
2 K. B. 669). 





Wills. 


THe Law or Wits. By J. AnpREw Srrawan, M.A., LL.B., 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The practitioner knows from his ‘“‘Jarman” the length and 
minuteness with which the law of wills can be stated and the 
authorities collected and discussed, and if he wishes for conciseness 
and attention to detail combined, he will find it in ‘‘ Theobald,” or, 
merely for concise and sound statement of principle, he can have 
recourse to the work of the eminent lawyer who has recently died, 
Mr.Vaughan Hawkins. But Mr Strahan’s book stands outside the line 
of these standard works. It is based on a course of lectures on 
the Law of Wills delivered in 1907 at the request of the Council 
of Legal Education, and it does not aim at giving more than a 
bird’s-eye view of the law such as shall be useful alike to the student 
and the practitioner. Accordingly we find that only a small part of 
of the book, comparatively, is taken up with the construction of wills, 
and the remainder is devoted to a statement of practical questions 
arising on the drafting of wills and the law aff-cting their execution 
aud proof and operation. There is also a chapter on the death daties. 
The book is written in a clear and interesting style which should 
commend it to students. Thus the chapter on the operation of wills 
contains an excellent statement of the law as to the devolution of 
r-alty and the powers of the executors over it which now prevails 
under the Land Transfer Act, 1897. 





The Companies Act, 1907. 


NorEs ON THE COMPANIES Act, 1907, IN WHICH ARE INCORPORATED 
‘* NoTES ON THE CoMPANIES AcT, 1900.’ WuiTH Forms. By 
L. WorTHINGTON Evans, Solicitor, and F. SHEWELL CooPER, 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. IncLUvInc A SPECIAL CHAPTER OW 
Avupirors. By Franois W. Prxuey, F.C.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
FirtH Eprrion. Ede, Allom, & Townsend (Limited); Sweet & 
Maxwell (Liwited). 

This work consists of two parts: the first gives a short practical 
account of the law as it will exist under the Acts of 1900 and 1907 
when the latter Act comes into force on the lst of July; and the 
second contains the text of the Act of 1907, with notes. The Act of 
1900 is given in an appendix, and is so printed as to indicate clearly 
the parts which are repealed. The size of the book requires that it 
shall be an exposition of the Jaw on its practical side rather than an 
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examination of the authorities which are revelant to it, but these have 
not been neglected, and at p. 125 will be found a useful résumé of the 
cases which have been decided on the statutory power of the court to 
cure accidental omissions in the registration of debentures. The book 
forms a convenient guide to the new statute. 





Books of the Week. 


The Common Law and Statutory Duty and Liability of Employers, 
as Well to the Public as to those Employed. By WALWoRTH 
HowtanD Roperts, a Judge of County Courts, and GEoRGE 
Watiace, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Fourth Edition. By” the 
Authors and ArTHur Harinearon Granam, M.A., Barrister-at- 
Law. Butterworth & Co. 


Talbot and Fort’s Index of Cases Judicially Noticed. Second 
Edition. Being a List of all Cases Cited in Judgments reported in 
all the Reports from 1865 to 1905; as also a Statement of the 
Manner in Which Each Case is Dealt With in its Place of Citation. 
By M. R. Menta, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited); 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited.) 


The Law of Tender. By Grorcz Lucas Beynon Harris, 
Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Uo. 


The Practitioners’ Probate Manual: containing Instructions as to 
Procedure in Obtaining Grants of Probate and Administration, with 
the Rules, Orders, and Fees, and Directions as to the Payment of 
Probate and Estate Duty. By Cuartes H. Picken. Ninth Edition. 
Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


Real Property: An Introductory Explanation of the Law Relating 
to Land. By AtrreD F TorHam, LL M, Barrister-at-Law. With 
Test Questions for the Use of Students. By F. Portza Favssert, 
B.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


The Public Trustee Act, 1906, with Rules, Fees, and Official Forms, 
and a Commentary Tuereon and Notes for Practical Use. By K. J. 
Muir MACKENZIE, Barrister-at-Law, Revised by M. Murr Maoc- 
KENZIE, an Official Referee of the High Court, and C. J. STrzwart, 
the Public Trustee, Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


Criminal Appeal Cases: Reports of Cases in the Court of Criminal 


Appeal, May léth, May 18th. Edited by Henman Coun, Barrister- 
at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 








Correspondence. 


The Land Registry. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—The intention of the present system of land registration is 
that the forms available for registration shall suffice for all purposes 
in connection with registered property; it is generally contended, 
in fact, by the advocates of the system that the emp'oyment of 
unregistered instruments is unn and inconvenient, but there 
are cases in which this is not so, and the following is an iustance. 

A. B. is the registered proprietor of a first charge on registered 
leasehold property, and there is a charge in favour of second 
mort za gees 

Tbe mortgagor having been adjudicated bankrupt, the trustee in 
bankruptey bas given notice of his intention to disclaim the lease, 

A. B, has advertised the property for sale by auction in pursuance 
of his power of sale, but the sale has not yet taken place. 

In order to ssve his securiiy 1t will be necessary for A. B. to apply 
in baukruptcy for a declara:ion vesting the property in him, subject 
to his own mortgage (so as to keep his power of sale and other powers 
under the mortgage alive), and also to the second charge; this will 
subsequently involve an application at the Land Registry for rectifi- 
cation of the register—all of which means expense and delay. 

Apparently, might have been avoided if the mortgagor had 

required to execute an ordinary unregistered assignment of the 
property to A. B. by way of mortgage as ancillary to the registered 
arge. 
The trustee in bankruptcy would then, it seems, not have been in a 
position to disclaim (see Re Gee, 1889, 24 Q. B. D. 65), and the 
trouble and ex of the proceedings which are now necessary 


would have been avoided. 
An expression of opinion as to the usual practice adopted in taking 
a iy on registered Jeasehold property is invited. G. M. 8. 
y 19, 





[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Ep. S.J.] 





Among thoss who are to receive honorary degrees of LL.D, at Oambridge 
are the Prime Minister and the Earl of Halsbury. 





New Orders, &c. 


Bankruptcy Rules. 
RULES PUBLICATION ACT, 1893. 


The following Draft Rules are published pursuant to the above Act. 
Copies may be obtained at the Board of Trade : 


General Rules made pursuant to the Bankruptcy Acts, 1883 and 1890. 
Warrants and arrests under section 27 of the Bankruptey Act, 1883, 
Execution of Warrant. 


1.—[84 (a).] Where a person is apprehended under a warrant issued 
under section 27, sub-section 2, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the 
officer apprehending him shall forthwith bring him before the Court 
issuing the warrant to the end that he may be examined, and if he 
cannot immediately be brought up for examiaation or examined the 
officer shall deliver him into the custody of the governor or keeper of 
the prison mentioned in the warrant, and the said governor or keeper 
shall receive him into custody and shall produce him before the Court 
asit may from time to time direct or order, and subject to such 
direction or order shall safely keep him. 

2.—(84 (b).] The officer executing a warrant issued under section 
27, sub-section 2, ‘shall forthwith, after apprehending the person 
named in the warrant, and bringing him waee the Court as in the 
last preceding Rule mentioned, or after delivering him to the 
governor or keeper of the prison in the last p Rale men- 
tioned, as the case may be, report such apprehension or delivery to 
the Court issuing the warrant, and apply to the Court toa ta 
day avd time for the examination of the person so i Ce ed, and 
the Court shall thereupon appoint the earliest practicable day for the 
examination, and shall issue its direction or order to the said 
governor or keeper to produce him for examivation at a place and 
time to be mentioned in such direction or order. Notice of any such 
appointment shall forthwith be given by the Registrar to the 
Receiver, trustee, or other person who shall have applied for the 
examination or warrant. 


Commencement and Citation. 


3.—[84 (c).] These rules shall come into operation on the Ist day 
of August, 1908. They may be cited as the Bankruptcy Rules, 1908, 
and shall be consti with and deemed to form part of the Bank- 
ruptcy Rules, 1886 and 1890, and each of these rules may be cited 
with reference to those rules by the number in square brackets set 
against the rule at the commencement thereof. The forms appended 
to these rules shall be deemed to form part of the forms 

to the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886 and 1890, and may be cited with 
reference to those forms as Nos. 165 and 1674 and form 165 of those 
forms shall be no more used. - 

ORMS. 


No. 1 [165] warrant to apprehend a person summoned under 
section 27, 
(Title.) 
To X. Y. and his assistants of this Court (or where the warrant issues 
from the County Court to the high bailiff and others the bailiffs of 
the said Court) and to the Governor or Keeper of the (bere insert 


prison). 


Whereas by summons dated the day of 

and directed to A. B. of (or F. M. 

of ) the said A. B, (or F. M.) was required personally 
to be and appear on the day of at 


o’clock in the noon at this court to be examined 
(and/or produce such document as hereinafter mentioned) which said 
summons was afterwards on the day of 
hath been proved upon oath daly served upon the said 
and a reasonable sum was tendered him for his expenses, and 
whereas the said having no lawful im 
made known to and allowed by this Court at the time 
its sitting hath refused to appear before the Court 
time appointed (and/or hath refused to produce a documen 
custody or power re to the debtor, his dealings or 
which this Court has required bim to produce), these are, 
to require and authorise you, and e of you, the said X. Y. 
— assistants (or high bailiffs or bailiff), im 
ereof to take the said A. B. (or F. M.) and brio 
Court at such time aud place as this Court shall direct, 
his being examined as aforesaid, and in the meau 
keep or deliver to the governor or keeper of 
prison, and forthwith, after such taking and delivery, 


= 2 
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to report the 
same to this Court and obtain its direction or order a day, time, 
and place for the examination of the said A. B 3. Soran 
said governor or keeper to receive the said A. B. (or F. M,), 


safely keep in the said prison in 
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this Court at such time and place as shall be specified in such direction 
or order, and for so doing this shall be a sufficient warrant to you and 


every of you 
Dated this day of 19 
By the Court, 
Registrar. 
No. 2.—[167a.] Direction or Order for production of person 


apprehended under warrant under section 27, sub-section 2, for 


examination before the Court. 
(Title. ) 

Upon report made to the Court the day of ‘ 
that A. B. has been apprehended under a warrant, issued by tbis 
Court on the day of , it is ordered that the 
apoeered or keeper (insert name of prison) do cause the said A. B. to 

brought in custody before the Court sitting at 
on the day of : , at o’clock in 
the noon, for examination before the Court, and in the 
meantime to be safely kept, and afterwards, if the Court shall so 
direct, to be taken back to the eaid prison and there safely kept, 
pursuant to the said warrant. 


Dated this day of ,19 . 
By the Court, 
Registrar. 
Dated the day of ,190 . 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


DAVIES ». SEISDON UNION ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE AND 
OTHERS. 17th and 19th March; 25th May. 


Ratixe—Poor Rare—Vatvation—Sewace Farm. , 


Certain lands which had been acquired by a sewage board, and on which the 
board had constructed works for distributing the sewage on the land, was let to a 
Sarming tenant at a rent of £490 a year, the tenant covenantwng to receive and 
dispose of the sewage delivered on the land by the board, so as to satisfy their 
statutory obligations. 

Held, dismssing the appeal of the sewerage board, that in valuing the sewage 
Sarm (including the works in question) for rating purposes, the sewage board must 
be regarded as possible hypothetical tenants, and therefore that the annual value of 
the advantages accruing to them (over and above the rent of the farm) in respect 
of the facilities afforded the board by the user of the farm as a sewage farm for 
the performance of their statutory duties, ought to be taken into consideration. 

Decision of the Court of Appeal (51 SoLicrrors JOURNAL, 208; 1907, 
1 K. B. 630) affirmed. 

The Upper Stour Main Sewerage Board, which was a sewerage board duly 
constituted by statute for the purpose of dealing with the sewage from 
the districts or places named in the case, for the purpose of carrying out 
their statutory duty purchased certain land and converted it into a sewage 
farm. Upon this land they constructed the necessary plant at great 
expense for dealing with the sewage. The board subsequently let the 
farm to a tenant at a rental of £490 per annum, who covenanted to 
cultivate it as a sewage farm and to utilize all the sewage delivered 
thereon. The rent paid by the tenant was a fair rent for the farm as 
agricultural land, including the manurial value of the sewage. The 
question was on what basis the land was to be assessed. The court of 
quarter seesions included in the rateable value of the hereditament a sum 
beyond the sum paid by the tenant as rent, being of opinion that the 
rateable value was the value which the sewage board, if they were not the 
owners of the land, would pay for it with the plant thereon for the disposal of 
the sewage. The Divisional Court, on the special case stated, reduced the 
gross and rateable value, being of opinion that the valuation should be based 
on the value of the hereditament as agricultural land, plus the value of the 
manure to the tenant. The Court of Appeal, in allowing the appeal, made 
an order stating that: ‘‘This court being of opinion that the court of 
quarter sessions, in order to arrive at the rateable value of the heredita- 
ments in the said case mentioned, ought to have taken into consideration, 
beyond the actual sum payable by the tenant under the lease, the position 
of the sewage board, the owners of the hereditaments, as possible 
hypothetical tenants of the land, and the fact that the hereditaments 
afforded to the board a means of disposing of their sewage, and thereby 
enabled them to fulfil their statutory duties. . . .’? From that decision 
the sewage board appealed. Cur. adv. vult. 

Lord Lorexvurn, C., in moving the appeal should be dismissed, said he 
agreed with the Court of Appeal. The peculiarity of this case was that 
it touched both the ordinary and the exceptional methods of valuation 
familiarly applied in this country. The property assessed had an agri- 
cultaral value, and it had also a value as part of a sewage system. It was 
property which could be and was utilized in two ways, both of them ways 
which were habitually reckoned for rating purposes. Why should not 
the rate imposed upon it be ascertuined in reference to both those 
purposes? Why were they not to be asked what rent would be given by 
ah tenant who had both purposes to serve, and would pay a 
rent for the farm according to its double capacity ? 

Lord Asnnovene and Lord Cottrxs read judgments to the same effect. 

Lords Macwacutex, Ronertson, and Arkinson expressed concurrence 
with the judgments delivered. Appeal dismissed with costs.—Counsrt, 





Walter Ryde and H. R. Ward; Alex. Glen, K.C., and Disturnal. Soxicrroxs, 
Dennison, Horne, § Co., for George Green, Cradley Heath ; James Mitchel, 
for Herbert Taylor, Wolverhampton. 

(Reported by Exsxinx Fuiv, Partistet-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


SEAL & EDGELOW v. KINGSTON. No. 1. 23rd May. 


Practice — Discovery — Joint Piartirrys — Rervsat sy One Piartirr 
Tq Maxe Arripavit or Documenrs—ApriicaTion By Co-PLAINTIFF TO 
Atrach—J vnispiction—R. 8. CO. XXXI. 21. 


A partnership between two solicitors having been dissolved, one of the prriners, 
without the consent or authority of the other, brought an action in the firm name 
to recover the amount of a bill uf costs alleged to be due from a client of the firm. 
The defence was that by an arrangement with the other partner the defendant was 
not liable for the costs. The non-assenting partner applied to stay the action upon 
the ground that it was brought without his authority, and an order was made in 
effect refusing the stay upm the partner who was conducting the action indemnify- 
ing the other partner against the costs of the action, and this indemnity was given. 
An order was made that the pluin‘iffs shou’d make an affidavit of documents, and 
this order was served on the partner conducting the action, who was acting as the 
solicitor in the matter, and he served a copy of it on the other partner. The lattér 
did not make an affidavit of documents, and the defendant applied to have the 
action dismissed for non-compliance with the order. The partner conducting the 
action thereupon took out a summons to attach the other partner for not obeying 
the order, 

Held, that the judge had jurisdiction in such a case to make an order for 
attachment, 

Appeal from an order made by Ridley, J., at chambers. On the 31st 
of December, 1905, a firm of solicitors, consisting of two partners, Seal 
and Edgelow, who had carried on business under the firm name of Seal & 
Edgelow, dissolved partnership. The defendant had been a client of the 
firm. On the 10th of November, 1906, Seal brought this action against 
the defendant in the name of the firm to recover the amount of a bill of 
costs alleged to be due to the firm. The defence was that by an arrange- 
ment with Edgelow the defendant was not to be liable for the costs. Seal 
acted as solicitor for the plaintiffs in the action. Edgelow stated that the 
action was brought without his consent or approval. The usual order for 
an affidavit of documents by the plaintiffs was made, and Seal made an 
affidavit, but Edgelow did not. Edgelow took out a summons to have 
the action stayed upon the ground that it was brought without his 
authority. The judge upon that summons decided that, upon Edgelow 
disclaiming all right or interest in any sum which might be recovered in the 
action, and upon Seal giving him an indemnity against all costs to be 
incurred in the action atter the date of the summons, there should be no 
order. Seal accordingly gave Edgelow an indemnity against the costs. 
On the 13th of December, 1997, an order was made on the application of 
the defendant that ‘‘ the plaintiffs do make a further and better affidavit as 
to documents in their possession within one moath.” This order was 
served by the defendant upon Seal, and Seal served a copy of it on Edgelow, 
a note being indorsed “eon the copy that, ‘‘If you, the within-named 
plaintiff, John Hennen Edgelow, neglect to obey this order by the time 
therein limited, you will be liable to process of execution for the purpose 
of compelling you to obey the said order.’”” Seal made a further affidavit 
of documents, but Edgelow did not, and the defendant took out a summons 
to dismiss the action for non-compliance with the order, and the master 
made an order dismissing the action unless Seal applied within seven days 
to attach Edgelow for non-compliance with the order of the 13th of Decem- 
ber, 1907. Seal accordingly applied for an order to attach Edgelow, but 
Ridley, J., held that he had no jurisdiction to make such an order. Sea] 
appealed, and contended that in such a case a plaintiff could apply to 
attach his co-plaintiff for not complying with the order. 

Tue Covrr (GorELt Barnes, P., and Farws11, L.J.) a'lowed the appeal. 


Gore. Barnes, P., said that the only question before them was whether 
there was jurisdiction to order an attachment to issue in such a case es 
this. They had not to decide whether, on the facts, an attachment should 
issue. It was clear upon the authority of Whitehead v. Hughes (2 Cr. & M. 
318) that Seal, as a partner in the firm, had a right, upon giving an 
indemnity to his co-partner against the costs of the action, to use the 
name of the firm for the purpose of bringing an action to recover a debt 


alleged to be due to the firm. Seal had given an indemnity. He under-- 


stood the word “ plaintiffs ’’ in the order of the 13th of December, 1907, to 

mean the partners in the firm in whose name the action was brought. 

That order having been disobeyed by Edgelow, the partner having the 

conduct of the action was entitled to come to the court for the purpose of 

enforcing obedience to that order. The learned judge, therefore, had 

jurisdiction to entertain the application, and the matter must be referred 
k to him to deal with it on the facts. 

Farwett, L.J., concurred. In his — the plaintiff Seal could apply 
to attach his co-plaintiff Edgelow for disobedience to the order. The urder 
was made upon both plaintiffs, and a copy of it was served upon Edgelow 
by Seal, with an indorsement stating the consequences of not obeying it. 
Edgelow must obey that order unless he could get it set aside. Where 
one of two partners was endeavouring to get in the partnership assets, the 
other partner, who had an indemnity from the f »rmer against costs, must 
assist him in complying with an order for discovery.—CounseL, J. B, 


Matthews; R. F. Colam; E. F. Spence. Souscrrons, 8. 8, Seal; Honnen 
Edgelow, § Co.; R. H. Behrend § Rodger. 
[Reported by W. F. Banay, Barrister-at-Law.] 4 
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PLIMPTON AND ANOTHER v. BURKINSHAW. No.1. 22nd May. 


Lunatic — Person IncaPasLe or Manactrnc His Arrarrns — Person 
Approrntep To Carry on His Business—Perrsonat Liapiiiry ror Goops 
Sotp to Bustnwess—Lunacy Acr, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 5), 88 116 
(1) (v) (2), 120 (c), 124. 


Where @ prson is appointed under the p-ovisions of the Lunacy Act, 1890, to 
carry on the business of a person who is through mental infirmity, arising from 
disease or age, incapable of managing his affairs, though not a lunatee so found, 
the former carries on the business as agent for and on behalf of the latter, and is 
not personally liable for the price of goods supplied to the business unless he does 
something to make himself personally liable. 


Appeal by the plaintiffs from the judgment of Sutton, J., in an action 
to recover £416 4s. 7d., the price of goods sold and delivered. Prior to 
the 1st of April, 1901, one Arthur Ellershaw carried on business under the 
name of J. Ellershaw & Sons. On the lst of April, 1901, an order was 
made by a master in lunacy, under sections 116 and 120 of the Lunacy 
Act, 1890, that ‘‘it having been established to my satisfaction that the 
said Arthur Ellershaw, though not lawfully detained as a lunatic not so 
found by inquisition, is through mental infirmity arising from disease 
incapable of managing his affairs, I do order (1) that upon the certificate 
of the said masters that he has completed his security, the ssid William 
Parker Burkinshaw’’—the defendant—“ be and hereby is authorized to 
exercise as regards the estate of the said Arthur Ellershaw the powers of 
a committee of the estate, as in the case of a person of unsound mind so 
found by inquisition, and to carry on the business of the said Arthur 
Ellershaw, and for that purpose to employ the assets of the said Arthnr 
Ellershaw, and that he be at liberty to pay the premiums payable to such 
guarantee society as the said masters shall accept as his security out of the 
estate of the said Arthur Ellershaw.”’ On the 3rd of April, 1901, the 
following circular letter was sent by Ellershaw's solicitors to, amongst 
others, the plaintiffs: ‘‘ Hull, 3rd April, 1901.—Re Mr. Arthur Ellershaw. 
—Gentlemen,—We beg to inform you that on Monday, the Ist instant, 
Mr. William Parker Burkinshaw. of this city, was, subject to the comple- 
tion of his security, authorized by the court to carry on the business of 
Mr. Arthur Ellershaw, and for that purpose to employ his assets, and to 
exercise as the estate of that gentleman all the powers of a 
committee of the estate.—Yours faithfully, Moss, Lowe, & Co.” After 
the date of the order down to October, 1907, goods were supplied by the 
plaintiffs to the firm of J. Ellershaw & Sons upon orders given in the 
name of the firm, and the plaintiffs now sued the defendant Burkinshaw 
to recover the balance of the price of the goods so supplied. Sutton, J., 
following the decision of Grantham, J., in Isaacs v. Chinery (74 L. T. 320; 
44 W. R. Dig. 98), held that the defendant was not liable. The plaintiffs 
a ed. 

. ne Court (GoreLt Barnes, P., and Firercner Movutron and Farwett, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Gore.t Barnes, P., said that it was clear from section 116, sub-section 
2, and section 124 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, that the defendant was 
carrying on the business as agent for and on behalf of the person who was 
incapable of managing his own affairs, and was not therefore personally 
liable for the price of the goods supplied to the business. There was no 
suggestion here that the defendant had held himself out or done anything 
to make himself personally liable. In Burt, Boulton, ¢ Hayward v. Bull 
(43 W. R 180; 1895, 1 Q. B. 276) the defendant was appointed by the 
court in a debenture-holders’ action receiver and manager to carry on the 
business of a company, and it was held that, as he was not the agent of 
the company or of any one else, he was — liable. That was quite 
different from the present case. The defendant therefore was not liable. 

F.ietcner Movtrton, L.J., concurred. The case fell within the decision 
in Owen § Co. v. Cronk (1895, 1 Q. B. 265, 43 W. R. Dig. 147), and not 
within the decision in Burt, Boulton, § Hayward v, Bull (supra). 

Farwewt, L.J., concurred.—CounseL, Mark Romer, K.C., and A. P. 
Longstaffe; Scott For, K.0., and A. Adair Roche. Soxticrrors, Collyer- 
Bristow § C., for W. J. Stuart, Hull; Cunliffes $ Davenport, for Moss, Lowe, 

Co., Hull. 
alate, {Reported by W. F. Baray, Barrister-at-Law. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


HARPER v. McINTYRE. Eve, J. 13th, 14th, and 15th May. 


Wait or ArracnMent—OrperR To Pay on ApMissions—DeravuLT RY A 
Trustse—Orper Incitupinc Sums Nor 1n tHe Possession on UNDER 
THE ConTrRoL or THe TRusteEE—AssIGNMENT OF Book Derxts to SEcuRE 
Costs—Dexnts Tuovcn Assicnep ALREADY Discuarcep at Dare or 
Assicnment—Estorr2t—Dexntors Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 62), 8. 4, 
SUB-SECTION 3. 


J. M. charged certain specified book debts in favour of H., and verbally agreed 
that he would hand over the sums received from the debtors to H. Among the 
debts were several which hai already been paid at the date of the charge. H. 
brought an action against J. M. to enforce the security. J. M., by his defence, 
denied the verbal agreement, but admitted the receipt of the moneys. He did not 
appear at the trial, The court made an order on J. M. for payment personally. 
J. M. disregarded the order, and H. then moved to attach him, 

Held, that J. M. was a trustee since the date of charge, but as the order for 
payment comprised certain sums which were not in his possession or control he was 
= A —_ of the sum mentioned in the order for payment, and the motion must 

re q 

Preston v. Etherington (37 Ch. D. 104) explained, 


On the 9th of November, 1906, the defendant was indebted to the 


plaintiffs, his then solicitors, for a considerable sum for costs, and 
charged in their favour the debts due and o to him from the persons 
named in the schedule to the memorandum of with the payment of 
all costs due or to become due from him to them, and agreed, when 
called upon, to execute a formal assignment with a power of att . At 
or about the same time he verbally agreed with the plaintiffs that if they 
would refrain from giving notice of the assignment to the debtors he 
would pay over to the plaintiffs the sums which he received in payment of 
the debts mentioned in the schedule. He did in fact hand over to the 
laintiff two cheques received from the debtors in respect of such debts 
or £11 Os. 2d. in all, but the list of debtors in the schedule was wrong, 
and included # number of debts which had already been . The 
solicitors brought the above action claiming a declaration that the 
defendant was a trustee of the of the debts, and an order upon 
the defendant as trustee or as a person in a fiduciary capacity to the 
proceeds to the plaintiffs. The defendant by his defence denied the 
egreement, but admitted ae of the moneys. He did not gd at the 
trial. missions and after hearing Mr. 


Joyce, J., upon the 
evidence, ordered the defendant on or before the 26th of February, 
or subsequ-ntly within seven days after service of the order, to 
the plaintiffs £167 1s. 8d., being the amount of the book debts 
in the schedule referred to less the amount of the two cheques and 
small sums specified in the schedule. The learned judge did not 
whether the defendant was a trustee of the sums received by him. 
plaintiffs then brought this a for _— to — a writ of a uae ae 
against the defendant; ey alleged e ver’ agreemen 

defendant contended that, as certain sums stated as debts in the schedule 
had at its date already been received by him, such sums had not been 
received nor were they in his possession or control so as to bring him 
within the third e tion of section 4 of the Debtors Act, 1869, and to 
that extent the order for payment was wrong. 


Eve, J.—This case, which has occupied some considerable time, involves 
two questions of im ce: first, the liberty of the subject; and, 
secondly, to some extent, the professional conduct of solicitors, into 
which the court is always extremely anxious to afford a full and com- 
plete investization. From time to time attention is directed to complaints 
against solicitors, and on those allegations unfair and unjust aspersions 
are often made against the profession in general. This is an illustra- 
tion of the way clients sometimes imp7se on the good nature and unsel- 
fishness of members of the profession. If the matter were in my 
discretion I would not have the slightest hesitation to make the order 
asked for. In 1906 Mr. John McIntyre, whose domicil of origin is 
Scotch, was engaged in business in the City of London. He was 
then sued by a Mr. Kruger for a considerable sum of money. 
Under the advice of counsel, McIntyre com ised the suit on 
terms of payment to Kruger of a sum of £1,500, secured by an 
assignment of book debts, dated the 16th of September, 1906. The 
debtor was advised that Kruger would give notice of the assignment 
to the d-btors and he was also perfectly aware that such notice would 
destroy his business. Linge om by the help of his then solicitors, the 
applicants on this motion, McIntyre entered into negotiations by which a 
dunt was to advance £1,000, which Kruger was willing to 
settlement, the client was to be secured by an assignment of the same 
book debts, and was to receive a bonus of £200 forthe loan. The 
ment was carried through, McIntyre, at the same time, on the advice of 
solicitors, agreed with the lender that no notice of assignment should be 
given. Instead of this, McIntyre was to pay over to the lender or to the 
solicitors on his behalf the sums paid 
the same were received. The net result of that transaction was that 
instead of a liability to Kruger of £1,500 entailing notice to his de 
McIntyre was called upon to Rey £1,200 to his solicitors’ client 
avoided loss by Bree 4 @ arrangement thus completed 
McIntyre, as himself admitted, under obligations to those who did i 
was aware that ores costs = Benge 5, rage . action 
and the new agreement. arpers y c 
should secure the costs by an ment to them of such book 
as had accrued, or would accrue su uently to the 2ist of September, 
1906, contemporaneously with the arrangement with Harpers’ client. 
Harpers looked to the book debts as their , and a document was 
prepared creating a charge on the book debts specified in the schedule of 
the document. e list of debtors was not dictated by John McIntyre, 


but by his son, E. 8. McIntyre, about the 16th of November, 1906. 


not seen E. 8. McIntyre in the box, and it appears he is in and 1 
will refrain from saying apything about the composition ot the schedule. 
In fact it —s S Sag ee of iy apes had eg Be 
their debts. E. 8S. McIntyre may have an 2 

that the names referred to were included honest! eer 

about this in hisabsence. John McIntyre executed a 
Harpers allege an t in effect similar to that w was entered 
into between McIntyre and their clien 
notice was to be given to the debtors, 
at once hand over the moneys recei by him from the scheduled 
debtors. Having heard the evidence, I have 

Mr. Harper’s statement as the true one. 
stances which would corroborate it even if there were a conflict of 

on the point. E. 8. McIntyre must have known that notice was not to 
given to the debtors when he prepared the names in the schedule ; 
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Harpers, when shewing great forbearance and consideration for 

could a pF apo to the — aa McIntyre was ~ low water 
financ i some agreement mug we been made. from 

date Molin , or his son for his benefit, received nearly the whe oft 





, and upon the commencement of another action against 
by anpther cabdibor Jobe Motaiyre changed hie eoliciior, as be ‘was que 
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entitled todo. McIntyre then sends a letter to Harpers requesting them 
to deliver their bill of costs ‘‘as he had on several occasions asked them 
to do.” No one knew better than John McIntyre that the costs would 
not have been paid if the bill had brea delivered, but this was 
delivered by return of post. The costs were taxed, and thereupon Mr. 
McIntyre took out a summons to review. The review did not relieve 
Mr. McIntyre from his liability to puy ; pending the taxation proceedings, 
the solicitors, together with the judgment creditor, issued a bankruptcy 
notice. Mr. McIntyre was given every opportunity to appear, but he com- 
plained that the here was advertised. He asserted his Scotch domicil. 
Persons of that kind who take shelter under a technical defence while 
protesting their entire willingness to meet the claim, cannot complain if 
every technical means are resorted to to compel performance of their 
obligations. In the result the bankruptcy petition was dismissed with 
costs. Within forty-eight hours McIntyre’s solicitors wrote to Harpers 
that execution would be levied in twenty-four hours unless the costs were 
. This was done and the litigation between the parties was renewed 
— the summons for review, and McIntyre succeeded in the sum of £17. 
en Messrs. Harper commenced an action to enforce the charge of the 
9th of November, 1906. The action was before Mr. Justice Joyce. Mr. 
McIntyre delivered a defence admitting the reczipt of the moneys. When 
the case came on the defendant did not appear. The learned judge on the 
admissions in the pleadings, and on Mr. Harper’s evidence, ordered on the 
12th of February, 1908, that the defendant should on or before the 26th 
of February, 1908, or subsequently within seven days after service of the 
order, pay to the plaintiffs £167 1s. 8d., being the amount of the book 
debts comprised in the schedule of the memorandum of charge dated the 
9th of November, 1906, less the sums of £11 received by the plaintiffs 
rior to the action and two small items of £4 and 4s. being the last 
tems mentioned in the schedule. The order made was served and was 
not complied with, and the plaintiffs brought this motion seeking to 
attach the defendant for non-payment on the ground that he received the 
money as a trustee and that the money was in fact in his possession and 
control. The judgment on the face of it does not declare the defendant to 
be a trustee. The plaintiff's junior counsel stated that the learned judge 
would not say so then, but reserved the point for this motion, which he 
anticipated would be made. Evidence was filed to establish the con- 
temporaneous agreement constituting the defendant a trustee. The 
evidence has established that the defendant was a trustee since 
the 16th of November, 1006. On that finding of fact I would 
have made the order now asked for, but a difficulty which 
has been raised by Mr. Macnaghten seems insuperable. Mr. Justice 
Joyce's order was on the footing that the defendant (who is now found to 
be a trustee) had in his possession or control £167, and the judgment was 
to .pay that sum, which the defendant now said that he had never 
received. A judgment based on admissions cannot be placed higher than 
a judgment upon an admission in pleadings or in a certificate for payment 
in an administration action. It is generally the executor or trustee who 
produces the entries and goes on to admit a balance, which is entered on 
the certificate. The order for payment then shews that the respondent is 
a trustee with the moneys in his power and under his control. In each of 
those cases, and in the cases of persons bound by admissions of counsel, 
any respondent resisting an application for attachment may shew that the 
order on which the application is based does not bring him within the 
exception to the 4th section of the Debtors Act, 1869. Re Fewster (1901, 
1 Ch, 447) shewed that the court was not precluded by an admission from 
investigating the amount which had actually been received. That case 
was followed by Re Wilkins (1901, W. N. 202). In Preston v. Etherington 
(37 Ch. D. 104), in the course of a compromise, the defendant constituted 
himself a trustee and admitted means of account. Having defaulted, a 
motion was made to attach him. The question was whether the court had 
jurisdiction to make the order for attachment. Had he shewn that he 
no means he would have succeeded in resisting the order. It seems 

to me that I am bound to refuse the motion in this case, but I do so with- 
out any order as to costs.—CounseL, Jessel, K.C., and G. C. Rankin; 
Maleolm H. Macnaghten. Souictrons, Harper, DBatteock, ¢ Goode; A. W. 
Mis, 
[Reported by A. 8. Orrz, Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—King’s Bench 
7 Division. 
LASSELLS & SHARMAN (LIM.). Re THE FREEMASON’S ARMS, 
CHESTER. Bray, J. 19th and 20th May. 


Lacenstnc Law—Licensinc Act, 1904—Compensation AWARDED BY 
Commissionens—Evipence as TO Bustness Done. 


The question of compensation for an ante-1869 beerhouse, which had been 
recently rebuilt, was referred by quarter sessions to the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue for the assezsment of compensation. The brewers claimed for the loss of 
the licence £1,250, but were only awarded £150. 

Held, that the t of compensation was a question of fact, and was to be 
ascertained by considering, in view of all the circumstances, what sum an intending 
purchaser would give for the premises, based on the return of profits for the last 
seven years. The evidence here was that the profits were not more than the rent 
the premises would let for as a shop or private house, and therefore no compensation 
was payable to the brewers in respect of the loss of the licence, but only in respect 
of the costs of alteration, loss on trade fixtures, and out-of-pocket expenses for 
cleaning the premises. 

Appeal under the Licensing Act, 1904, from the decision of the Com- 
missioners of Inlard Revenue, fixing the a nount of compensation of ths 
* 











/ 


Freemason’s Arms, Chester. The appellant company —- the leases 
? 


of the premises in question, together with two ovember, 1898, 
at a rent of £44, and in the October of the follo year purchased the 
freehold for £1,656. The licence was an ante-1869 beerhouse licence, and the 
question was whether this fact had, under the circumstances set out below, 
been rightly omitted in arriving at the compensation awarded the brewers, 
the house having since been reported. When the ate A was acquired it 
was greatly out of repair and was entirely rebuilt in 1902. Under a street 
improvement scheme the premises were then set back six feet, and the 
Corporation of Chester paid the freeholders £150 compensation. In 1906 
the house was reported, and the quarter sessions referred it to the com- 
missioners to assess the amount of compensation. The commissioners 
estimated that the premises would let at £35, and that their value at twenty 
years’ purchase was £584; that the premises could be altered for £27 so 
that they could still be let, without the licence, for £35 a year, and the 
value of the premises at twenty years’ purchase would still be £584. 
Accordingly they awarded £105 as compensation, which sum was made up 
as follows: £27 cost of alteration, £43 for loss on trade fixtures, and £35 
for cleaning the place. The grounds of the appeal were that this sum did 
not represent the difference between the value of the licensed premises 
(calculated as if the licence was subject to the same conditions of renewal 
as were applicable immediately before the passing of the Act of 1904, 
including in that value the amount of depreciation of trade fixtures arising 
by the reason of the refusal to renew the licence) and the value which the 
premises would have if they were not licensed premises; and further, that 
the commissioners had failed to take into account many elements of value, 
such, for example, as the fact that the house was an ante-1869 beer- 
house; that the premises had been rebuilt so recently as 1903, and could 
not be altered for any other trade except at a great expense; that the 
street was under improvement, and that there was every prospect of more 
trade being done year by year by the house. They claimed that the 
amount of compensation for the surrender of the licence ought to be 
£1,250. 

Bray, J., in giving judgment, said that in this case he had to ascertain 
two values—the value of the premises with the licence and the value of 
the premises without the licence. As to the former he had no difficulty 
in arriving at a figure between £640 and £650, based on the barrelage of 
the last three years. The market value of the premises was a pure 
question of fact, to be ascertained by the licensee’s profits. Then came 
the question what number of years’ purchase an intending purchaser 
would be willing to give, and in the circumstances he thought such a 
purchaser would not give more than seven years. Taking into account 
the whole history of the case and the fact that the brewers had only made 
an average profit of some £27 a year during the last seven years, and had 
been obliged to get an employee of their own as tenant, he came to the 
conclusion that it would be about as valuable to them without the licence 
as it had been with the licence. He had considered the question as to the 
prospect of increased trade, and could not help thinking that the house a; 
it originally was was more fitted for the particular class of trade than it 
was after rebuilding. The appeal would therefore be dismissed.—CounszL, 
Danckwerts, K.C., and Ryde; Sir 8. T. Evans, 8.G., and Lowenthal, Sot- 
crrors, Long & Gardiner, for F. H. Anderson, York ; The Solicitor for Inland 


Revenue, 
[Reported by Eaxsxixz Rus, Barrister-at-Law.] 


KENT v. FITTALL. Div. Court. 25th May. 


Exection Law—RecistRaTION—HovuseHoLp QuALIFICATION—Part or Hous 
—Innapitant Occupier on Lopcer—Resipent LANDLORD— REePREsENTA- 
TION OF THE Propite Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 102), ss. 3, 4, 61— 
PARLIAMENTARY AND Mownicrpat Reoistration Acr, 1878 (41 & 42 
Vicr. c. 26), ss. 5, 28, sup-szcrion 10. 


Where a person lives in a room or rooms in an ordinary dwelling-house, which 
he hires unfurnished from the owner, the fact that the owner himself lives in other 
rooms in the house is not conclusive to shew that, for the purposes of the franchise, 
the position of the person in question is that of a lodger only as distinguished 
from that of an inhabitant occupier as tenant. Therefore, where a revising 
barrister held that, although proof of these facts might be prima facie evidence of 
objection in circumstances where legal evidence only pik be accepted, he was 
entitled, having regard to evidence he had collected of the common practice of letting 
rooms in that particular borough or place, by sub-section 10 of section 28 of the 
Parliamentary and Municipal Registration Act, 1878, to weigh the evidence and 
decide as a fact whether the name of a particular voter had rightly or wrongly 
been placed on the list of tenant occupiers. 

Held, that the revising barrister was entitled to consider evidence “‘ by repute 
or otherwise” against the objecti 

Case stated by the revising barrister for the Borough of Devonport. 
The matter had been before the courts on several occasions, and on the 
14th of April last the Court of Ap) sent the case back to the barrister 
to state more fully the grounds w had led him to decide that there 
was no primd facie proof of rn valid objection to the names of some 
hundreds of persons who occupied one or more rooms in d - 
houses in te borough, and paid an inclusive weekly rent to the landlord 
or landlady who lived on the premises, being entered on the occupiers’ list 
as householders. P h 5 of the case, as re-stated, was as follows: 
‘*T held that although proof of the said facts may be primd facie evidence 
of the ground of objection in circumstances where legal evidence _ — 





be accepted, the primd facie proof dealt with in sub-section 10 of 
of the Pasdacnentecy and Municipal Registration Act, u e was to be 


proof to my satisfaction that there was reasonable gro’ ne 
that the objection was well founded. I had made previous inquiries 
ition to give reliable information, incl my 
t 





various persons in a pos 
predecessor as revising barrister inthe said borough. As the resul 
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previous inquiry, and of oral evidence given before me by the overseers and 
their canvassers, who were examined by me and whom I allowed the objector 
to examine, I found the following facts:’’ The facts found were, shortly, 
(1) that the house, part of which was alleged to be separately occupied by 
such person as a dwelling, was itself a house of the description known as 
an ordinary dwelling-house ; (2) that the landlord or landlady to whom 
such person paid rent also resided in the house ; and (3) that the landlord 
or landlady was rated and paid the rates for the whole as a separate tene- 
ment. The appeal was by the Conservative agent, and on his behalf it was 
contended that in stating paragraph 5 the revising barrister had placed a 
wrong construction on section 28, sub-section 10, of the Act of 1878. The 
last clause of that sub-section only applied to cases where the evidence of 
the objection was not conclusive, and the revising barrister had to form his 
own opinion on the evidence as well as he could. Here the revising barrister 
had found facts and had assumed a right to decide the point of law arising 
on those facts. 

Lord Atvzrstonr, 0.J., in the course of his judgment, said that the 
revising barrister had so stated the case as really to state the appellant 
out of court. He had found as a fact that the landlord had no control 
over the dwelling in which the claimant resided, and the court could not 
go behind that finding of fact. So it came to this, they could not accept 
the appellant's contention that the barrister was not entitled to consider 
evidence ‘‘ by repute or otherwise ’’ against the objection, and they must 
hold that he had come to a conclusion of fact on materials of whose 
weight and substance it was for him alone to judge. The appeal must 
necessarily be dismissed. 

Daruine and Surton, JJ., concurred, Judgment accordingly.—CovunseL, 
Foote, K.C., and Daldy ; Danckwerts, K.C., and G. W. Ricketts. Soticrroxs, 
Ayrton, Biscoe, § Barclay ; Cunliffes § Davenport, for R. J. Fittall. 

[Reported by Ensxine Rei, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX v. DYSON. 22nd and 25th May. 


CramimnaL Law—Manstavcuter—Insury Inriicrep More Tuan A YEAR 
anp A Day Berore Dearn. 


It is still the law, that to support a charye of manslaughter death must occur 
within a year and a day of the time when the injuries causing it were inflicted. 
Non-application of section 4 (1) of the Criminal Appeal Act. 

‘ This was an appeal against a conviction for manslaughter before Mr. 
Justice Coleridge, at the Manchester Assizes, on the ground of misdirection 
by the learned judge. The prisoner was sentenced to ten years’ penal servi- 
tude. It appeared that the prisoner had assaulted his infant daughter, a 
baby, in November, 1906, and again in December, 1907. The child died 
on the 5th of March, 1908, and the prisoner was convicted of manslaughter. 
In the course of his summing up the learned judge said: ‘‘ He [counsel 
for the defence] also, if I understood it rightly, argued that the death 
was not accelerated, but was caused by the fracture of the skull which 
took place on the 13th of November, 1906; and, therefore, if that be the 
contention of the prisoner, we need not trouble ourselves with inquiring 
into what exact amount of acceleration of death may be attributed to 
recent and subsequent injuries apart from and as if this had never 
occurred.’”’ Later in the summing up he said: ‘ He [the doctor} comes 
to the conclusion that the child died from meningitis, the result of an 
external injury. It does not matter, it seems to me, whether that 
took place in 1906 or whether it took place in 1907. If it was caused by 
the prisoner he was as guilty of what he did in 1906 as he was in 1907, 
although the immediate effects of his conduct did not take place until a 
much later date.’’ 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Lawkrance and Riptey, JJ.) held 
that there had been misdirection in this case, as it was still the law of England 
that unless death occurred within a year and a day of the time when the 
injuries causing it were inflicted, the person charged could not be convicted 
of manslaughter. It had been submitted that they could convict the 
prisoner of cruelty to his child under section 1 (3) of the Prevention of Cruelty 
to Children Act, 1904, by virtue of their power under section 5 (2) of the 
Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, but they could not do that as the prisoner had 
already been convicted summarily for both the assaults: see Reg. v. Morris 
(L. R. 10.0. R. 90). There still remained the question under section 4 (1) of 
the new Act by which the court, although of opinion that the point raised 
might be decided in the appellant’s favour, might dismiss the appeal if 
they considered that no substantial miscarriage of justice had occurred. 
The question which ought to have been left to the jury was: Did the 

risoner accelerate the death of his child by the injuries he inflicted on her 
in December, 1907? See Reg. v. Martin (5C. & P.128). They thought that 
if the jury had been properly directed they would have answered that 
question in the affirmative. But as they could not say that the jury must 
have come to that conclusion they could not act under section 4 (1) of the 
Act. They regretted that the Legislature had not seen fit to give the 
court the power to order a new trial.—Counset, Shepherd Little ; Oremlyn. 
Souicrrors, The Director of Public Prosecutions ; The Registrar of the Court 
of Criminal Appeal. 

[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 


REX v. ELLIOTT, 22nd May. 
Crmimat Law—Arrzat—Covrt or Crna Apprat—CriminaL ArreaL 
Act, 1907 (7 En. 7, c. 23), 8. 6 (2)—Criminat ApreaL Ruczs, 1908, No. 9. 
Where the Court of Criminal Appeal dismiss an appeal from a conviction, not- 
withstanding section 6 (2) of the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, and rule 9 of the 
Criminal Appeal Rules, 1908, @ person against whom an order of restitution has 





been made on the conviction has no right to appear before the Court of Criminal 
Appeal where that court does not annul or vary the order of restitution. 


This was an appeal on the ground that the indictment under which 
risoner was convicted was bad in law, as counts for two felonies were 
cluded in it. On its appearing that the judge who tried the case had 
called upon the prosecution to elect upon which charge they would’ proceed: 
the court dismissed the appeal, holding that the usual had been: 
followed, by which, where two charges of felony were included in the same 
indictment, and the judge was of opinion that wend orem would be» 
embarrassed, he could either quash the indictment or upon the prosecu- 
tion to elect upon which charge they would proceed. On a being 
dismissed, counsel for a person against whom an order of tution ; 
been made under section 100 of the Larceny Act, 1861, on the conviction: 
of the prisoner, said that he appeared to ask that that order should be: 
varied. Counsel for the person in whose favour the order of restitution/ 
was made, submitted that there was no right of 7 in the matter. { 
section 6 (2) of the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907: ** The Court of ' 
Appeal may by order annul or vary any order made on a trial for the: 
restitution of any property to any person, although the conviction is not 
quashed ; and the order if annulled shall not take effect, and if varied shall 
take effect as so varied.’’ By rule 9 of the Criminal Appeal Rules the 
person ‘‘in whose favour or against whom the order of restitution has been: 
made . . . [is] entitled to be heard by the Court of Appeal before 
any order under the provisions of section 6, sub-section 2, of the Act, 
annulling or varying such order of restitution is made.” ; 
Tue Court (Lord A.verstong, C.J., and Lawrance and Rrotey, JJ.) 
were of opinion that the Act would require amendment before 
could entertain such an appeal. The —— who were entitled to appeal 
were shewn in section 3 of the Act. ere was on for the we oe 
sion of an order for restitution until the was decided, and 
the order could be annulled or varied. Then, by rule 9 of the Oriminal 
Appeal Rules, the person in whose favour or t whom an order of 
restitution had been made was entitled to be heard before any order 
under section 6 (2) of the Act annulling or varying the order of restitution 
was made. But they were not ann or varying the order of restitu- 
tion, and they did not think a right of a was given a person under 
the Act simply because an order for restitution been made against 
him. Whatever the applicant’s remedies were before the Act ped ye 
were still open to him.—Oounset for the appellant, George Elliott Basil 
Watson, Souicrror, Arthur Newton. 
Counset for the applicant, Merlin. Sortcrror, B. J. de Buriatte. 
Covnset for the person in whose favour the order of restitution was 
made, Attenborough. Soxricrrors, Stanley Attenborough § Co. 
[Reported by C. G. Mozan, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
JACKSON (OTHERWISE MACFARLANE) v. JACKSON (by the Official 


Solicitor, his Guardian ad litem). Bargrave Deane, J. 20th, 21st, 
22nd, and 26th May. 


Divoxce—Nututy .Surr—Ineanrry or Responpent—PRincipLes vPron 
waicn Covrr witt Grant Decres. 


The court will grant nullity when satisfied that one party to the marriage was, 
while understanding the nature of the contract, not free from the influence of 
morbid delusions upon the subject. 

A wife’s suit for nullity of ma , on the ground that at the time of 
the marriage her husband was suffering from paranoia, or delusional 
insanity, and incapable of contracting marriage. The facts n for 
this report are as follows: Catherine Roxburgh Jackson, née pee eng 
went through a ceremony of marriage on the 8th of October, 1904, with 
Herbert Parry Malpas Jackson, at St. Luke’s Church, Kensington. There 
was a child born on the 20th of October, 1905. It appeared that since the 
respondent had returned from the South African War in 1902 he had been 
subject to delusions, the main ones being that there was a conspiracy or 
plot to injure him, that his letters were being tampered with, that he was 
impotent, and that he constantly heard voices. It was not disputed that 
he went through the ceremony as an ordinary individual would kane done, 
but during the honeymoon in Italy the ope eh gre became more 
marked, and he also then alleged that his wife been unfaithful. On 
the 18th of March, 1905, Mr. Jackson was certified as insane and removed 
to a private asylum. On behalf of the respondent it was urged that the 
delusions were not such as to affect his capacity to enter into a contract of 
marriage. During the argument the following cases were cited: Waring 
v. Waring (6 Moo. P. C. 241), Hancock (otherwise Peaty) v. Peaty (15 W. R. 
719, 1 P. & D. 398), Turner v, Meyers (otherwise Turner) (1 Hagg. Consist. 
414), Durham v. Durham (10 P. D, 80), and Hunter v. Edney (otherwise 
Hunter) (10 P. D. 93). 

May 26.—Bancrave Drang, J., said that he ted the 
bad been unable to attend the trial, as the medical men were of 
that the journey would be prejudicial to his health. The first question 
to be considered was as to the law in cases of this character. In the 
reports were a number of cases which were a 
case must in a { measure depend upon its own facts. The substratum 
running through the cases was to the that the court must take into 
consideration the nature of the alleged unsoundness of mind, and 
whether it was of sudden or progressive growth. When the unsoundness 
of mind had eee tt aya theeedece, Seemenany ta ses toe far beck tas oan 
the present case it was, therefore, necessary to see how far 
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could be traced. The law was clearly laid down in Hunter v. Edney (other- 
wise Hunter) by the late Lord Hannen, who said: ‘* The question which I 
have to determine is not whether the respondent was aware that she was 
going through the ceremony of marriage, but whether she was incapable 
of understanding the nature of the contract she was entering into, free 
from the influence of morbid delusions upon the subject.’’ Those words 
were short, concise, and clear, and he thought he could fairly use them in 
applying his mind to the facts of the case. According to the evidence it 
was clear that Mr. Jackson had always been of a silent, morose, and retiring 
ition, but until after his return from South Africa in 1902 none of 
his friends had observed any delusions or mental irregularities in him. 
[His lordship then reviewed the evidence concerning the respondent’s 
prior to his marriage, and continued:] In his opinion those 
actions shewed there existed a confusion of ideas in the respondent’s brain 
and an uusoundness of mind. ‘The letters written to the petitioner during 
the brief courtship clearly shewed that his desire in marrying her was to 
procure someone to protect him against his enemies. These documents 
also referred to the delusions existing in his mind as to the plots 
against him and the crimes alleged to have been committed 
by him. The marriage had been hurried on and the respondent had 
been very anxious to leave the country and rid himself of his imaginary 
enemies. Although the respondent had previously executed a will 
and made a settlement in favour of the petitioner, he (his lordship) 
thought it did not require a great amount of intelligence to understand 
the making of a will leaving all his estate to his wife, when it only 
consisted of a little furniture and a policy of insurance effected on his life. 
The court had not to consider the question whether the respondent under- 
stood legal matters, but whether his mind was being actuated by delusions. 
[His lordship referred in detail to the evidence of the respondent’s conduct 
on his honeymoon in Italy, and continued:] While on the Continent 
the respondent complained that he was being watched, spied upon, and 
that signals and signs were being made about him, and that everybody 
was laughing at him owing to his impotency. That last delusion was a 
very material one, because the evidence shewed it had existed before 
marriage as well. It was possible for a man to have such an opinion 
before a marriage, but there could be no such delusion after. In the 
resent case the delusion had persisted, for even after the petitioner 
informed him that she was enceinte he still expressed the belief 
that he was impotent. After their return to England the disease 
had so progressed that the respondent was certified as insane, and 
had been pronounced incurable. The eminent alienists who had been 
called agreed that ‘‘ paranoia ’’ was incurable, and a disease of progressive 
growth. One of the experts had expressed as his opinion that the disease 
in the present case dated from the return of the respondent from South 
Africa. It was therefore for the court to determine whether the respon- 
dent was, on the 8th of October, 1904, capable of understanding the 
nature of the contract he was entering into, free from the influence of 
morbid delusions upon the subject. The burden of proof was upon the 
itioner, and in his opinion she had succeeded, and had clearly estab- 
that the ndent’s disease was of gradual growth, and had 
existed long before the parties became acquainted. Therefore there would 
be a decree nisi of nullity, with costs, and the petitioner would have the 
custody of the child. With regard to the costs of the official solicitor, he 
(his lordship) would follow the form of order made by Neville, J., on the 
21st of June, 1907, in the case of Goatiey v. Jones (unreported) in accord- 
ance with R. 8. C., ord. 65, r. 13, and direct that the costs of the official 
solicitor, as the respondent’s guardian ad litem, should be taxed and paid 
by the petitioner to the official solicitor, and that the petitioner should be 
at liberty to add her own costs to those so paid to the official solicitor, 
and recover them against the respondent.—CounseL, Barnard, K.C., and 
Willock ; Rawlinson, K.C., and W. 0. Wilis. Soxicirons, Herbert Oppen- 
heimer ; The Official Solicitor. 
{Reported by Dicpy Corzs-Pareepy, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Solicitor Ordered to be Suspended for Twelve Months, 
May 25.—Axrtuvr Grorce Co_neck, Wrexham. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 


PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION, 
The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination, held on the 6th and 7th of 
May, 1908 : 


Annand, Allan Young Brown, Wilfred Roland Alexis 


Baker, Alan Clifford Clegg, Charles Mitchell 
Baker, John Harry Clifton, Hubert Beverley 
Barford, George Edmund Cohen, Sydney 

Barker, Geoffrey Cotching, Alfred 


Cotton, Gerald Vincent 
Cruttwell, George Henry Wilson 
Cuff, Robin Ernest 


Batten, Maxwell Cornish 
Battishill, Philip Henry 
Borrett, George Kenyon Forster 


Bourne, John Frederick Day, Richard 
Boustred, Ernest Stanley Drew, Vincent 
Broad, Malcolm Charles Firth, Henry 





Fisher, John Francis Barling 
Foot, Robert William 

Gates, Eric Chasemore 
Goulden, Edward Leo 
Gregson, George Arthur 
Griffith, John Griffith 
Gulland, Alan Hepburn 
Harrison, Isambard 
Hemphill, Leslie Duncan Owen 
Hill, Malcolm Walter 
Ireland, Duncan 

Jackson, Thomas 

Jenkins, Leonard Cottrell 
Jones, Herbert James Hiley 
Joseph, Cecil Neild 

Kains, Tom De Shurland 
Kennedy, John 

Langley, Carleton George 
Leigh-Pemberton, Charles 
Lloyd, Edward Walford 


Miller, Christopher 
Mortimer, Arthur Fortescue 
Muckle, Mark 
Murray, Kenneth Procter 
Pritchett, Theodore Beal 
Sheldon, Alfred Francis Boston 
Shelley, Percy John 
Smart, Guy Ross 
Straight, Marshall Stuart 
Synge, Alan Hamilton Stuart 
Taylor, John 
Thomas, William Oliver 
Thompson, Edward Redfern 
Tunnicliffe, Gerald England 
Turner, Leonard Vane 
Turner, Michael Howard 
Ward, Clifford Hornby 
Webster, William 
Williams, Harry Gambold 
Worthington, Frederick 
Lucas, William Herbert Yarwood, John Llewelyn 

No. of candidates ... 108 Passed ... 64. 

By order of the Council, 
E. W. Wrtu1ason, Secretary. 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, May 22nd, 1908. 








Obituary. 
Mr. J. Gwynne James. 


We regret to record the death of Mr. John Gwynne James, of Hereford, 
solicitor. He was a son of Mr. Philip Turner James, of Hereford, 
surgeon, his youngest brother being Lord James of Hereford. He was 
admitted in 1845, and in the course of a long practice in his native town 
acquired a high reputation as a lawyer and built up a considerable practice. 
At his death the business was carried on by him in partnership with his 
son, Mr. Francis Reginald James (clerk to the magistrates for the Here- 
ford division), under the style of Gwynne James & Son. Mr. Gwynne 
James was clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes for the City and County, 
and had, we believe, twice served the office of Mayor of Hereford. One 
of his sons, Mr. A. E. James, was appointed in 1900 County Court Judge 
for Circuit No. 52 (Bath, &c.). 


Mr. E. N. Fenwick. 


Mr. Edward Nicholas Fenwick, late police magistrate at Bow-street, 
died last week. He was educated at Trinity Hall, Cambridge ; was called 
to the bar in 1573, and practised on the North-Eastern Circuit. He was 
appointed a police magistrate some years ago, and discharged the duties 
of that office most satisfactorily. He retired a few months ago. As Mr. 
Marsham remarked at Bow-street, ‘‘ When he retired from the bench he was 
full of vigour, and it was hard to realize that he had been struck down. 
He had no hesitation in saying that Mr. Feawick was beloved by everyone ; 
no magistrate ever did his work better. He thoroughly mastered every 
subject he was called upon to deal with, and in difficult cases, involving 
nice points of law, he went to infinite pains to arrive at a just decision. 
His decisions, therefore, were always received with great respect.” 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 

Sir Lewis Tonna Dinpiy, K.C., Judge of the Court of Arches, has been 
elected a Bencher of the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s Inn, in succession 
to the late Mr. Vaughan Hawkins. 

Mr. Leonanp WittraM Kersnaw has been appointed Assistant Registrar 
of the Court of Criminal Appeal. Mr. Kershaw was called to the bar in 
1886. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Admission. 
Messrs. Cox & Lafone, solicitors, of Tower Royal, Cannon-street, have 
taken into partnership, as from the Ist of May, Mr. Ovum Aston Denver, 
who has been with the firm since 1896, 


Dissolutions. 


Cuartes Harvenpen Dopp and Rosert Evwarp Rawsroryeg, solicitors 
(Dodd, Son, & Rawstorne), Reading and Caversham. March 31. 
[ Gazette, May 22. 
Samur, Jones Fe_pman and rene a Sa solicitors 
Feld & Gosschalk), Kingston-upon-Hull, Feb. 1. 
—_— ? ‘ , (Gazette, May 26. 





Information Required. 


Captain Cuaxtes Exnesr Vickers, R.E., deceased.—Any one having in 
his possession a Will of the late Captain Charles Ernest Vickers, R.E., of 
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the War Office, Whitehall, 8.W., and of 41, Oakley-street, Chelsea, S.W., 
who died on the 6th of February last, or able to give any information as to 
the existence of any Will made by him, is requested to communicate with 
Mr, J. Clement Brown, solicitor, of 376 and 377, Strand, London, W.O. 





General. 


The County Courts Bill was read a third time and passed by the House 
of Lords on the 20th inst, 


Mr. D. Lloyd-George is to receive the hono! D.C.L. degree from 
Oxford University at. the Commemoration. rl 


The death is announced of Mr. Harold Clifton, of Brighton, solicitor, 
from an accident while riding a motor bicycle at Hove on Saturday last. 
He came into collision with a motor-cab, and his skull was fractured and 
his arm broken. He died on Sunday. He was admitted in 1905. 


Mr. Justice Bucknill and Mr. Justice Pickford have fixed the following 
commission days for the Summer Assizes on the Northern Circuit: 
Appleby, Thursday, June 18; Carlisle, Saturday, June 20; Lancaster, 

ursday, June 25; Manchester, Tuesday, June 30 ; Liverpool, Thursday, 
July 16. Mr. Justice Pickford will not join the circuit until Manchester 
is reached. 

A jury in Blankville, says Lippincott’s Magazine, was sent out to decide 
@ case, and after deliberating for a time, came back, and the foreman told 
the judge they were unable to agree upon a verdict. The latter rebuked 
the jury, saying the case was a very clear one, and remanded them back to 
the jury room for a second attempt, adding: ‘‘ It you are there too long I 
will send you in twelve suppers.”’ The foreman, in a rather irritated 
tone, spoke up and said: May it please your Honour, you might send in 
eleven suppers and one bundle of thistles.”’ 


There is a decidedly interesting paragraph, says the Westminster Gazette, 
in the letter to the Prince of Wales in which Lord Mount Stephen makes 
the announcement of his gift to King Edward’s Hospital Fund: *‘ Permit 
me to add that I hope, when the Finance Committee decide on changing 
any of the securities in which my contributions are at present invested, 
they will not be tempted to reinvest in what are called ‘ trustee securities.’ ’’ 
A palpable hit, though we do not know that any blame can properly be 
attached to the practice of the “‘ trustee ’’ investment. 


The annual ladies’ night debate of the Gray’s Inn Debating Society was 
held in Gray’s Inn Hall on Tuesday, Mr. A. H. L. Leach presiding, when 
the following motion was introduced by Mr. E. F. Spence: ‘‘ That, in 
the opinion of this house, the drama is a moral and educational force, and, 
as such, is not properly r in this country.”” Mr. E. H. Coumbe, 
L.C.C., op it, and the other speakers were Mr. Courtney Terrell, Mr. 
Granville ker, Mr. G. Rentoul, Miss Fagan, Miss B. Irwin, and Mr. 
Seborn. The proposition was carried by 153 against 68 votes. 


Sir Thomas Esmonde having asked the Chief Secretary to the Lord 
Lieutenant of Ireland whether he would consider the question of estab- 
— a public trustee in Ireland such as now exists in England, Mr. 
Birrell has replied : With a view to the full consideration of this question 
I have referred the matter to the Lord Chancellor, with the request that 
he will take an Me es ges of considering whether legislation might not 
be usefully introduced next session, and, if so, upon what lines, regard 
being had to the difference between the English and Irish law. 


On Tuesday, in the House of Commons, Mr. Fell asked the Secretary of 
State for Foreign Affairs whether there was any precedent for the agree- 
ment between this country and France respecting death duties [see ante, 
p. 485] and whether it was intended to make a similar agreement with any 
other country. Mr. Hobhouse said the French Government was the only 
one which had approached his Majesty’s Government with a view to 
reciprocal arrangements of this kind ; but should similar overtures be made 
by - — the propriety of entering into a similar agreement would be 
considered. 


Dr. Kenealy, in his autobiography, just published, tells the following 
story of Lord Lyndhurst: ‘Lord Romilly told me to-day a story of 
Lord Lyndhurst which he heard from a registrar of his court. A counsel 
ad Lord Lyndhurst for some time seemed to make little way, and 
Lyndhurst muttered audibly, ‘This man is a fool.’ The counsel con- 
tinued for some time and got into the heart of the matter, upon which 
Lord Lyndhurst muttered, ‘ Not so great a fool as I thought.’ Toward 
the close of the address, which was masterly, Lord L. a third time 
muttered : ‘It is I who was the fool.’ This was a fine trait in Lyndhurst.’’ 


The Board of Agriculture and Fisheries have issued a circular to county 
and borough councils in reply to constant inquiries as to the correct 
interpretation of the words ‘ will themselves cultivate the holdings ’’ 
which occur in section 1 of the Small Holdings Act, 1892, and in section 6 
of the Small Holdings and Allotments Act, 1907. ‘‘ If the words are 
construed in too narrow a spirit,’”’ says the circular, “‘ the effect might be 
to limit the operation of the Acts to the provision of self-supporting small 
holdings, the cultivation of which would occupy the whole time and 
attention of the holder. The Board are of opinion, however, that there is 
nothing in the Acts which would preventa council from providing holdings 
for those applicants who, while already in some occupation, have 
sufficient spare time to be able to cultivate successfully a small holding. 
The experience of the past in many a of the country shows that suc 
men often succeed well as small holders, and the acquisition by them of 
small quantities of land as an adjunct to their present occupation fre- 
quently makes just the difference between bare subsistence and comparative 


prosperity.” 





A woman, says a writer in the Globe, lately asked Judge Tindal- 
«What is the toalady from which your husband is suffering?” inquined 
a e w your hus 
the judge. ‘* Various vines,”’ was the astonishing reply. His honour 
had another reminiscence with which to entertain the members of the 
Law Students’ Deba' Society at their annual dinner the other . 
An old man between eé and ninety asked Judge Tindal- Adkinson 
exercise his jurisdiction ptcy by granting him an order for dis- 
charge. As the bankruptcy occurred as ang ae a 1008, the ndes ae 
the old man why he was now troubling about a disc The old fellow 
replied that he didn’t want to go into the next world an undischarged 
bankrupt ! 

As a sample of the legal and judicial estimate of the domestic dog, the 
following from the opinion of Judge Hart, of the California Court 
Appeals, in the case of Ez parte Ackerman to Pacific Reporter, 429), is. 
says the 4 Law Journal, well worth reading: ‘‘ Even those 
having the fortune to have received the fullest measure of 
care, nursing, petting, and general disciplinary domestication, 
puphood to the eg point of maturity, have not had the instincts 
of savagery inherited from their distinguished ancestral relative and 
implacable enemy of the human race, the-wolf, so mollified as to render 
them altogether to maintain uniformly peaceful relations with 
the human family.”’ All of which is ad true, and shows Judge 
Hart to be a philosopher as well as a j . 


The Hon. Alfred C. Coxe, of the United States Circuit Court of Appeals, 
in an article in the Yale Law Journal, protests against the unloading upon 
the courts of long and irrelevant treatises under the misnomer of 
He remarks: ‘The prevailing characteristics of the modern brief are 
discursiveness and prolixity. In the courts of the United States a brief 
under thirty pages is the pleasing exception, and there are authentic 
instances where they have exceeded 800 printed . “A few years 
ago a cause was tried before the writer where the points in controversy 
were so sifted at the argument that but one simple question was reserved 
for decision. Counsel united in requesting that they be permitted to 
furnish briefs. In vain the court suggested that such a course was 
unnecessary, as there was no dispute upon the facts, and he 
to examine an authority or two on the law. At last the court yielded, and 
permission was given upon the express understanding that the briefs were 
not to aggregate more than ten pages. In due course the briefs arrived, 
there were but ten pages, it is true, but in one of the briefs they were 
royal octavos, and printed thereon in agate type was matter 
cover forty pages of ordinary size. No notice was taken of the im 
the court ang Ne any fine imposed upon the author of the brief asa 
juggler should, in all fairness, be returned to him as a reward for his pre- 
eminence as a humorist.’’ 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasetie.—F atpay, May 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luoorep um Cuanozsy. 
Asem Tyeaven, | pa ps {im Leyemeqnee) Coston - Pony 4 * or betene Sart 


Pearson, 4, Suffolk st, Pall Mall liq 
Avsrro-Ruopgsian Deve torment Co, Lamirep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, 


on of before Ang 3, te ound Slt eens Th iy | 
or claims, Farrall Masterton, Salisbury House, Burn 
Berridge, Old Broad st, solors to liquidator 

Broventon awp Crumpsat, Hicu Scuoon ror Grars, Liurrep (1x Voruntary Liguipa- 


, on or before June 24, to send their names and 

and Shuttleworth, Duchy chmbrs 

Clarence st, Manchester Hankinson & Son, Manchester, solors for liquidator 

Fraser Brorugss, Limirep—Petn for Weoting up, possanted, May 19, directed to be heard 
May 2. De Fleury & Co, Seymour solors for petners. Notice of 
LHF AB, @ o'clock in the afternoon of June f 

“ Faursra ” Steamsaip Co, Lameee— Cantons one eens, on or bon i Se 
SS ee ames Heary 

Kevan Exgcraic Co, Lamrrep—Petn for up, presented May 19, directed to be 
heard June 2. Durant, Guildhall chmbrs, solor for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of June 1 

Kiya Brorugrs (Exporters), Limirsp—Creditors are wy ts before June 28, 


grad thee senna ant Gem, wae of or claims, to 
Hendrik Edgar King, 4, New U: st, Liquidator 


Moxrerrato Rarways, Liarrep—Creditors are souateel, on or before July 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, to Jamies 
Davenport, 75 and 76, Lombard st. Tamplin & Co, Fenchurch st, solors to liquidator 
Rowe. Stuaat Kerman & Co, Limrrep (ux Li aTIoN)—Creditors are on or 
before July'l0, to wend thelr names and addresses, and perticulars of thelr e 
claims, Henry ward Trenow, Balfour House, pvmt, Paines 
Go, Bt Helen's pl, solors to Liquidator el pe 
Scowsy, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 25, to send their names 
chieennen, enh the of their debts or claims, to Charles Osborn and Thomas 
Carr, 6, Broad st pl, liquidators 


Srurete Lire Foop Go, [ape—Cniion are requized, on or before Lang 4 22, 
send in their names addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
William Gray, 7, Boscastle rd, Phillips, st Martin’s ct, Westminster, solor for liquidator 

TranToms, ae mes poguised.ca r= 15, to oom 
ee en ee Gorst, solor to 


W. A. Wisow & Co, Liurren—Creditors are required, on or before June 24, to send 
their names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, to Percival 
Walter Ardran, 41, North John st, Menzies & Co, Liverpool, solors for 
liquidator 

Warsoxr & Baniow, Lamrsap—Cneditors are sequined, on or before June 22, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particu’ars of their or claims, to T. Cocke 

44, Gresham st, liquidator 


fee pape are requested 


BR Sis 
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Witiiass & Sox, Linitzp—Petn for winding up, og May 15, directed to be heard 
June 2. Sandford & Co, Howard House, Arundel st, Strand, solors for ner. Notice 
Sssqeuing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

une 1 

Yeraryrena Irnow anv Tix Puatre Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 
39, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
John T. Newton, Wiesbaden Works, Wiesbaden rd, Stoke Newington, liquidator 


London Gazete.—Turspay. May 26, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep m CHayrorry. 


Cavcurta Leap Mitis (Betts axp Ornenrs), Liurtep—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of uheir debts or 
claims, to William Knight Wenham, 27, Martin’s In, Cannon st, Jiquidator 

Hazy Compositions Co, Limirsp—Creditors are required, on or before July 2, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Edwin Hudson, care of Hillearys, Fenchurch bldgs, solors for liquidator 
awaprow Estate, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send their 
wames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James Henry 
Mitchiner, 35, Mark In, liquidator 

T, Ecwewtt & Sox, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented May 21, directed to be beard 
at the Court House, Priory st, Dudley, on June 9. Thorne & Haslam, Wolverhampton, 
solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 4 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Bora or Reaistrans ix ATTENDANCE OW 








Date Emerernory Appgzat Cover Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
i TA. No. 2. Joros. Wanaineron. 

Monday ........ June 1 Mr. Theed Mr. Synge Mr. Beal Mr, Farmer 
ae Greswell Theed Goldschmidt rrer 
Wednesday 3 Synge Tindal King Chureh Greswell 
Thursday ...... 4 Borrer Bloxam Sypge Real 
Friday ......... 5 Tindal King Leach Theed Goldschmid;, 

Dat Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

os Swivrey Eapy. NEvILuE. Papkes. cvE. 

Monday ......... Jane 1 Mr. Tindal King Mr. Church Mr. Greswell Mr. Leach 
Tuesday ..... —_ Bloxam Synge a ; Farmer 
Wednesday - Leach Theed Goldschmidt § Borrer 
Thursday ... 2 Farmer Tindal King Church Greswell 
WEIGRY ccc-crccscesene +0 5 Borrer Bloxam Synge Beal 


The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 6th day of June, 1908, and 


terminate on Tuesday, the 9th Gay ot June, 1908, both days inclusive. 


Circuits of the Judges. 


The following Judges will remain in town: The Lorp Cuter Justice or Encuanp and Svrron, J., during the whole of 
the Circuits ; the other Judges till their respective commission days. 

Norice.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the Circuit Towns both Civil and Criminal Business must 
be ready to be taken on the first working day ; in other cases the note appeuded to the name of the Circuit Town indicates 


the day before which Civil Business will not be taken. 
no alteration in the old practice. 


In the case of Circuit Towns to which two Judges go there will be 





SUMMER 
ASSIZES, 1908. 


Aa 7 ; 
N. Eastrry. WeEstxEry. Oxrorp. 








; Ridley, J. (2) 
Grantham,J.(1) ) 
Bigham, J. (2) A. it a tee 


Lawrance, J. (1) 


Commission Days. Phillimore, J.(2) 


Tuesday, May 19) ....00...r0escccoeceeee-|eceeee 
21.. 




















MIpLAND. 


Darling, J. (2) 
Bray, J. (1) 














N. WAtEs, 
Cursren, axp | & me Norrnery. | 8, Eastern. 
GLAMORGAN. —-" | 
i ee tng Ss | 
| 
Channell, J. | Lord as Bucknill, J.(1) | Walton, J. (1) 



































Thursday ,, 21 

Saturday 0 We 

Monday oo Se 

Wednesday ,, 27.. 

Friday o» 2. “ Fri., May 29 
Saturda: a ENR, Be |B. 8t. Edmunds 
Monday, June 1... Salisbury oat “ Tues., June 2 
Wednesday ,, 38.. cvccrlecercereese: coosegcoecs | RORGINE | Aylesbury IE sigtimneendésonese cmeahenaiaeedete 
Thursday ,, 4.. .. Dorchester casey Lines  <eedbedbieiceeiend  j- jj  Gememealbec sheets 
Friday « wn [PES ere Brecon | \Norwich 
Saturday ,, 6.. , Bedford bere cae oe! Tues., June 9 
Tuesday i on Oxford | ciknittenhientiiinnn + Sodedbieg i | voceonsasoesconcoeceos we 
Wednesday ,, 10.. » |.ccccsese sesecseeeece- | NOFtDAMpton | 3 is Sd 
Thursday ,, .., Worcester TIERS ARENA, he PI Ser aeiee epee 
Saturday ” pul abeieusvesavevssesipses a Chelmsford 
Monday *” oe 2 | ed., June 17 
Thureday _,, Glouc ” g 

Friday ” ae 3 

Saturday a 

Monday i ER, Settee eae es 3 

WWGGMSOERG 5, DEDEMAM B —_ nse secneverece-cosceser|s0s -covsesenree see concn: loveconseerseesaeeves «6: seuebecnsesdcenseeseoses| sco sepesescessoee eecee 3 Pere RES 
Thursday _,, } a Lewes 

Frida Se letentemsccrteete ND = ——s«Neasetinagn anceetni vated caus <atitiebondncenent ons Wantveebeblcodess, pteseloserhbice vineneesesoeses | Mon., June 29 
Saturday __,, ee a OO IES PEE RESIS hie pahiensaneseessecepestose 
Taesday ss, ...- Hereford evdibeden 

Friday, July 3 +-oeee. Shrewsbury Ra Ie 34 

Saturday __,, {ARS RReRC OS Sy ig Saar eee 

Thursday __,, SS ie OS eee a Thurs,, July 9 
Friday ” o Pee ereeereneesenereece RS) Npghadilinn ected. eile eee oorecese 
Tuesday ” ye ip aaa eres Guildford 
PN 95 SOO Sh sn Soeseswvsevetsstetelvconnaebboosnossl SS Ne Fri., July 17 
Thursday -s POEIIES TF cbcsnsaicestecdvecsnncey's SEMNED Decide  . » bine PEE 
Friday 19 salisuaenen es ai ate : 
6: Di saaivcsetan e caetned | née etonsenocgsatsbseed| sovvevecs otesen Tohaiers ie in wee (End) : 
I) 55. Pi sien CEN) aie s |vesissttsnsecsacescovess] dovencese ew (End) pati - 

















The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


June 2.—Meesrs. Garrett, Waite, & Potanxn, at the Mart, at 1: Freehold Property 
and a (nee advertieement, p. iv., this week). 

June 2.—Me Daiver, Jonas, & Co., at the Angel Hotel, Abergavenny, at 2: Free- 
hold Residential and Sporting Estate (see advertisement, p. iii,, this week). 

June 4.—Mesars, Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents, Freehold 
and Leasehold Houses, and Warehouse, and Stabling Premises (see advertisement, p. iv., 


week), 
® June 4.—Messrs. Fostzr & Craxrizip, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions, Absolute Rever- 
sions, and Debentures (see advertisements, p. v., this week), 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, May 15. 
Avaxsos, Ropgrt Lavaence, Purley, Surrey June 13 Turner & Hopton, Finsbury pymnt 
Baxaactoves, Joux Avsert, Shipley, Yorks June 20 Wright & Co, Bradford 
Batsow, Evizaneru, Feltham Jane ls Garland, Feltham 
Bariex, Extty, Bushey, Herts July1 Andrew & Co, Gt James st, Bedford row 
Beacs, oukes St Mary’s grove, Chiswick, Accountant June8 Plowman, Bishopsgate 
st hout 








Brackmore, Tuomas, Gt Titchfield st, Tailor June 10 James, Lincoln’s ion fields 
Brapvsury, Mary Any, Lindley, Huddersfield June 12 Rowntree, Oldham 

Beaver, Mary Louisa, Cheltenham June 30 Ticehursts & Co, Cheltenham 

Brown, ALvrep Jouy, Sanderstead, Surrey June 15 Hooper-Watts, Bush In, Cannon st 
Buncus.y, Exizasera Martay, Gloucester gdns, Hyde Park July1 Hortin, Edgwarerd 


CuurcnyarD, Arraur, Walbrook, Wine Merchant June 8 Francomb, Manchester 


Crake, Joun Josera, Brighton June2 Finch & Jennings, Gay’s inn sq 

Coox, Josgera Dixon, Odessa, Russia June 24 Taylor, Lincoln’s inn fields 

CrosrieLp, Sypyey Moatanp, Heswall, Chester June 22 Davies & Co, Warrington 

Davizs, Ann, Bradford June15 Wright & Co, Bradford 

Eventi, Wituiam Smit, Sparkhill, Yardley, Worcester June 18 Howlett, Birmingham 

Gairritus, Joseru, Weleh t Ell ,Salop, Farmer June1 Thomas, Elle-mere 

Groom, James, Roman rd, Old Ford, Corn Merchant Junel5 Timbreli & Deighton, 

William st, London Bridge 

Guywine, Emtty, Thurloe sq, Brompton June30 Eland & Co, Trafalgar sq. Charing Cross 

Hann, WiLuiam Eakin, Moss Side, Manchester May 23 Lloyd & Davies, Mauchester 

Hannis, Any, Bettws Newydd, Mon June19 Gardoers & Heywood, Abergavenny 

Harvey, Mary, Beccles June 20 Thirkell, Ryde, I of W 

Haypon, Jouyx, Newton Abbot, Devon June 24 Webster & Watson, Newton Abbot 

Heywoop, Sauvet, King st, Cheapside June 80 Upperton & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hicorns, Farperiok Wivt1am, Bromley June 30 tis ard & Co, ester 

Jackson, Louisa, Shiplake, Oxford July1 Andrew & Co, Gt James st, Bedford row 

Jacoss, Frepeaick Mauk, Crayford, Kent, Miller June13 Baynes, Dartford 

James, Natuanixc Simmons, Brighton Junell Hardwick & Blaber, Brighton 

Janrett, Tuomas, Bishopston, Bristol June 22 Wansey & Meade-King, Bristol 

a Auyie Euizazeru Atiwasp, Bournemouth June 11 Hardwick & Blaber, 
righton 

Kevan, Ayn, St Ano’s hill, Wandsworth June 12 Ellis & Collier, John st, Bedford row 

Kevan, James, Bolton June12 Holdens & Cannon, Bolton 

Lasyen, Joseru, Sirhowy, nr Tredegar, Mon, Coachman June27 Phillips, Tredegar 

Mayor, Jacos Faevenric, Geneva June13 Morgan & Co, Old Broad st 
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Mrpptetoy, Loursa, Grimsby June 23 Smith, Surrey st, Victoria Embankm 

—— Caas.ottse, Boscombe, . Bournemouth May 30 D' Angibeu & Malim, 

atone, Les Rawtwvas, Boscombe, Bournemouth May 39 D’Angibau & Malim, 

oscom 

Nicuores, Frepeeicx Eweas, Staines ri, Hounslow June24 Pope, Devereux ct. Temple 

Nixmow. Joux Cumaixe, Brixton rd, Brixton June 15 Holt & Co, Charles st, St James’ sq 

Parry, Reece Eomonp, St Mary Axe June 24 Bright & Sons, George at, Mansion House 

Parestey, Epwakp, Clifton, Bristol, Chemist June 13 Anstey, Bri risto! 

ae Water Grana, Newcastle upon Tyne, Dental Sargeon May 31 Clayton 

Gibson, Newcastle — Tyne 

a... Cuartorrte, mbe, Hournemouth May 30 D’Angibau & Malim, Boscombe 

Sewewt, Avice Orrav R, Eeonchere. Essex June 24 Bloomfield, Romford 

SuusrooKx, Joszps, Gracechurch st, Chartered Accountant June 15 Crump & Son, 
Leadenhall st 

Surra, Susan, Adam st, Portman sq June 12 Cooper & Bake, Portman st, Portman sq 

Seoowgr, Anxa FRaxors, Rushmere, Suffolk June 3) Cobbold & Co, Ipswich 

Stamer, WituraM Joun Avexanpear, Juan les Pins Alpes Maritimes, France June 30 
Paines & Co, 8t Helen’s pl 

STEPHENSON, Racuet, Manchester, Refreshment House Keeper June 8 Wiles & 
Thompson, Rochdale 


Srort, Jony, Knowl Syke, Wardle, nr Rochdale, Joiner June 8 Wiles & Thompson, 
Rochdale 


Tats, Caren Asuwortnu, Alleyn pk, West Dulwich June 20 J H & J ¥ Johnson, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Tuat, Morris vay, Sutherland av, Maida Vale June 26 M M van Thal, 52, Cheapside 

Turner, ABRAHAM, South Shore, Blackpool, Grocer June 8 Wiles & Thompson, 


Rochdale 

Wane, Witt1am, Eccleshill, Bradford, Grocer June 15 Newton, Bradford 

Watiace, Rosert Frexvoa Acaranoy, Kildare ter, Bayswater June 12 _ Cooper & Bake, 
Portman st, Portman sq 

Warts, Wittiam, Gt Yarmouth June5 Burton & Son, Gt Yarmouth 

Warsow, Euma Maniax, Clifton, Bristol June24 Press & Press, Bristol 

Warrenovuse, Witttam, Handsworth, Staffs, Commercial Traveller Jane 15 Glaisyer & 
Co, Birmingham 

Wets, The Hon Atvapa Harnior Grenvitir, Redoliffe st, Redoliffesqg June15 Hasties, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Wituiams, Beresroap, Barcombe, Sussex June 11 Knapp-Fisher & Sons, Buckingham 
gate te, Westminster 

Witsox, Evizapetn, Banbury, Oxford June9 Fairfax, Banbury 

Yeoman, ALREXANDRR, Truro rd, Wood Green, Copper Pilate Engraver June16 Hutchin- 
son & Co, Lincoln's inn flelds 


London Gasette.—Turspay, May 19. 
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Burtoy, Groras, Stoke upon 


Trent May 30 Gato Baty 

Byyo, Jouia Berraa, Ipswich June 20 Sheard & Co, "s inn 

Caatiey, Joux, Midhurst June ees Johnson & Clarence, Midhurst 

Cuark, Taomas Brapvey, Beeston, Notts, Butcher June 2% Clifton & Co, Hotingen 

Dickson. —, Kidburngill, Arison, Camberland, Yeoman June 20 & 
0, te’ 

Dux«s, Rosert, Gilesgate Moor, June 18 

Ecxers.ey, Ropest, Astley Bridge, Bolton, Lancs ene 15 

Fe:pay, Rosert Henry, Barnet, Butcher June 24 Boyes & 

Feost, Grores, Market Junel Milner, 

Frost, Sxitwa, Eastrington, Yorks June 1 Milner, Leeds 

Gitaeat, Eowarp, Westcliff on Sea, Essex Jane 3) Tippetts, Maiden In 

Gortz, Eowaarp, Withington, anchester, Merchant June 30 

Geers, James Tuomas, Parley, Miomg Bagineer ey 1%, , Jones & Co, ona 


Bedi, on, Belton. 


a > sor Revans, Princes sq, Ba Smith & Co, Bread st, 
Hamittos, Joux, Hammersmith rd June 30 Ti Maiden In 

Hayopvey, Witviam Hoprerr, Bournemouth July1 Jones & Co, Coleman st 

Harnis, Ricuarp Canngtt, Hove, Sussex June 20 Bartlett & » New sq, 


Lincoln’s iun 

Harrison, Tuomas, Northfield, Worcester July1 Pinsent & Co, Birmingham 

Harte, Eowarp, Wells Somerset June 20 Foster, Wells 

Haunerr, Faeverick Joan ym Victoria sq, Buckingham Palace ri June 18 
Upperton & Co, Lincoln’s 

Hit, —., Slough June 15 } when & Son, » Rowe 

Jexxivs, Eowarp, Pontrhydfendigaid Gwna pper, Cardigan June 28 C & W 
Kenshole, Aberdare 

Krroarxa, Isanecta Mary, Fiaborough, nr Stowmarket June 24 Waddilove & Johnson, 
Knightrider st, Doctors’ Commons 

Lesage, 5 ANE Euizanera, Brambletye, East Grinstead June 20 Hasties, Lincoln’s-inn- 


Leowarp, Wittiam, Handsworth, Medallist May 30 Rankin & Millar, West Bromwich 


Licutvoor, Samugt, Tushio . Chester, Farmer May 28 Lee, Whitchurch, Salop 
Mauwnprext, Georor, Tunb Wella July 18 Gowen, Tunbridge Wells 
Mivsoue, Tuomas, Winchester June 24 Bowker & Sons, 


ester 
Mossor, Joun, Calderbridge ,» Cumberland, Farmer June22 Brockbank & Co, Whitehaven 
Nicore, Cuagurs Sanseseex, Ely, Cambs June 24 Wootten, Ely 
om. <r > omeees Barons Dowa, Lewes May 31 Monier-Williams & Robinson, 
Pasay. Sas, Burton in Lonsdale, Yorks, Pot Manufacturer June 20 Thompson & Co, 


Paes, James, Harborae, nr Birmiogham, Commercial Clerk June 16 Eaves, 








Autes, Mary Louisa, Ladywood, Miansinghs m June 30 Turner & Hadfield, Birmingham 
une 20 Collis, Stourbridge 
Cuartes Appisox, Bartle Hall, nr Preston, Lancs June 29 Dickson & Son, 


Barnes, Fawny Jaxe Tavsor, Horsham 
Bigey. 
Kir! , Lancs 


Bisse, Gzorae Haw xer, Netherton, Worcester, Cooper Pay ys Hinds, » eae | 
ertford 





Sxinwer, Ciirron 
elds 





Brows, Joun, Marden Farm, nr Hertford June13 8 
Bryaxt, Witiram, Warmley,Glos June 24 Luckett, Bristol 


Bupp, Matinpa JAyz, Digbys, nr Exeter June16 Shenton & Pain, Winchester 


Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, May 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Asuworrtn, Anprew, osnien, Farniture Broker Burnley 

et May 19 Ord May 19 
Avurnoiz, Kart, ae st, Marylebone High Court 
Pet April8 Ord May 19 
Brat, Avrarp, and Steraen Joux Hunnarp, Gravesend, 
Builders Rochester Pet May6 Ord May 18 
Bor.iee, Apert, Tredegar rd, Bow, Clerk "High Court 


Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

Caatmers, Ropekt, Biveinghem, moa Manufacturer 
Birmingham Pet April28 Ord Ma 

Cooprr, Tom, Smethwick, Staffs, Iron yy he Wes: Brom- 
wich Pet March 16 ‘Ord May 15 

Corcos, Sotomon Ham, ———. Mey Som, Mer- 
chant Salford Pet April29 Ord M 


Dattoyx, Henry Joun, Melbourne pobanon East Dulwich 
zeetase Dealer High Court Pet April 29 O 


Battersea Park rd, Domestic Machi 
High Court Pet Avril? Ord May 19 
Draper, Joszra, Church rd, Battersea, a Manufacturer 


‘andsworth Pet May 18 Ord Ma 
nr Lee ty Butcher Leeds 


Eastwoop, Atsert, Guiseley, 
Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

Exuis, RecivaLp Gronee, Devonport Plymouth Pet May 
19 Ord May 19 


Fouwratx, Witi1am Leowarp, Lincoln, Boot Maker Lincoln 
Pet May 20 Ord May 20 


May 19 
Dastet, Jonx 
Dealer 





Warresips, Taomas, 








Gara, Wittiam, and Hersert Garu, Bradford, Pating 
Case Makers Bradford Pet ——. Ord May 20 

Hatt, Roserr, Ripon, en Woodleader Ni 

= Pet mg 16 Ord ba he - Wilts, aS 

ARDING, ALTER, rket ving ton, Carpen' 

Bath’ Pet May'19 Ord May 10” 

Harpy, wees. Leicester, Butcher Leicester Pet May 
8 y 18 

Hartiey, CaHarues Vous, Bradford, Painter Bradford 


Pet May 18 Ord Ma 
Hip, Georae Hewry. ork, Commission Agent York 
Pet May 19 Ord May 
James, Joun Exvisna Box, Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet 
May 19 Ord May 
OSTAH, Clydach, ‘Langyteach, Glam, Tailor Neath 


Pet May 20 Ord 4 
— Moss, Wi o4 Ladies’ Ley Manufacturer 


Court Pet March’ 25 Ord May 2 

Lew, rep, Bradford, Stuff Merchaat "Bradford Pet 
May8 Ord May 20 

Maysett, Wituram Roser, Eeieniia, Idle of Man 
Madeley Pet May13 Ord May 

Mex, Joan Tuomas, Loughborougt, Tailor Leicester 
Pet May 18 Ord May 1 

Reg Merchant Leeds Pet May 20 


Moses, Witt1am, Leeds, 

Ord May 20 

Orr, Joux, Out Rawoliffe, nr Garstang, Lancs, Farmer 
Preston Pet May 18 Ord May 18 


Joux, 


Paprpaceya, Atrarpo Roserto Giacomo Fraworsco, 
Florian rd, Putney, Fo eae Clerk 
Wandsworth Pet fay 18 Ord May 


Rawson, Wactee Roneat, Ipswich, Jobbing Coach Builder 
Ipswich Pet May 19 Ord May 19 





irmi: 
Prewertt, Freveaicx Taomas, Golden sq, Fashion Plate Publisher June 29 Williams & 
Co, New Broad st 


Paice, Macaseeven Ludlow, Salop June 24 Weyman & Co, Ludlo 
ynpuAM Hiwary, Newport, Mon July 1 Valpy 4 & Oo, Lincoln’s inn 


Surru, Taomas, Clewer, Berks om 5 Lovegrove & Dep, Windsor 
Srorr, Laura, "Hove, Sussex 
Daeaper, Kararrtye, Blnokpoo 4 


4 Davenport & Co, Hasti 
«Winder Jono 10 Lavagueve Durant, Windsor 
oiner May 30 Butcher, Blackpool 


Rose, James Henny, Brislington, Somerset, 
Bristol’ Pet May 19° Ord May 19 


Suita, Wituiam Srayuey, Bryntirion, Bersham, nr Wrex- 
bam, Denbigh Wrexham’ Pet May 18 Ora M May 18 

STankey, sueeve, Kone. Chester, Victualler 
Wi et May 20 Ord May 


Taompson, Ap Danger’ ‘Chesterfield Pe 
May 19 ai Mayi9 


betes Davin, Mardy, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd Pet 
May 18 Ord May 18 
Winsor, Tuouas H "Old sare. s , Stepney, Builder High 


rill 14 
Wooo, Wittiam Corwecius, Kingston “pen Ue es sohenme 


Kingston upon Hull Pet May 19 
Woops, Faascis Eowiy, eaemee, Onesie 
Pet May5 Ord May 


Amended notice aaa for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 19: 


Bartuew, Eayvest Witmor, Warrington Warrington Pet 
April2 Ord May 15 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Acree, 3 Kart. Baleombe st, Marylebone June 2 at 11 


Banecsse, anest Gonos, Leeds, Painter Junel at 12 
ce) , 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Baa, AL¥RED, and Srepnen Joux Lee Gravesend, 
Builders June | at 12.15 Up, High Rochester 

Burcier, Aveert, , Clerk June 2 at 12 

i) - - H Vv Cy Brockley, Engineer J: 

— oun Hops, Vesta ° une 
latil Bankruptoy bidgs, Carey at 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


MOoOORGATZH 


FUND, LIMITED. 


ESTABLISHED IN 891. 


m.c. 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 





X 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


630 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have 


supervision of the Oorporation. 


been conducted under the direction and 


X 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, 


on application, 


Settled by Counsel, will be sen{ 
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Cuanvuen, Farpreicx Lovis, Ramsgate, Baker June 4 at 
.15 68a, Castle st, Canterbury i 

Datrox, Hzxry Joux, Melbourne grove, East Dulwich, 
Furniture Dealer June 1 at 1 Bankruptey bidgs, 


June iat12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey rt 


st ' 
Dawizt, Joux, Battersea Park rd, Domestic Machinery 
Dealer ¢ P 
June 3 at 3 


Dowpine, Atrrep, Chorley, Lancs, Grocer 
19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Deapen, Josera, Church rd, Battersea, Box Manufacturer 
June 1 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge —_ 

Exstrne, Fraxcis, Portsmouth, Confectioner June 1 at 3 
Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st. Portsmouth 

Fisuer, Toomas Watiace, Barrow in Furness, Butcher 
June Bat 11.15 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 
Furness 


Fouwtais, Witttam Lzowarp, Lincoln, Boot Maker June 
4at 19.30 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln : 
Gata, Wii, and Heasert Gatun, Bradford, Packing 
Case Makers June 4 at 11 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, 
Bradford a 

Gairritns, Tomas, and Isaac GrirritTns, Birmingham, 
Bakers June 2at 12 191, Corporationst, Birmingham 

Harpy, Wr1114m, Leicester, Butcher Junelat12 1, Ber- 

st, Leicester ; 

Basrnisox, Frank Forster, Prittlewell, Essex, Commercial 
Clerk Junelat3 14, Bedford row 

Haatiey, Cuanres Vickers, Bradford, Painter June 3 at 
11 Off Rec. 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Hiap, Groncr Hexry, York, Commission Agent June 2 at 
8 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

Jacxs. Jonaruay. Ipswich, Blacksmith June 3 at 2 
Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich : 

Joxxs, Davip, Bronant, Liedrod, Cardigan, Farmer June 
8at12.30 Town hall, Aberystwyth 

Kampers, Nicotaas Jax, Slough June 1 at 12 M4, 
Bedford 


row 

Lewis, Josuva James, Aberystwyth, Butcher June 3 at 
12.15 Town Hall, Aberystwyth 

Lewis, Wittiam Maysety. Pontycymmer, Glam May 30 
at12 Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Lonp, Faep, Bradford, Stuff Merchant June4at230 Off 
Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Mackay, Dawret Barx, Coatham, Retcar, Yorks June 2 
atll Off Rec, 8, Albert rd. Middlesbrough 

Mapgvorr, Marks, Leeds, Cabinet Maker June 1 at 11 

, 24, Bond st, 8 

Maxwyine, Sterxex, Barnack and Ufford, Northampton, 
Blac! th June lat12.45 The George Hotel, Stam- 
ford 


Manse, Wrirtam Roper, Ballasalla, I of M June 1 at 
11 Charlton Arms Hotel, Wellineton, Salop 

Morris, Davip Joux, Carmarthen, Woollen Manufacturer 
May 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Parpacena, Atrraeno Rorerto Giacomo FRraxcxsco, 
Florian rd, Putney, Clerk June 1 at 11.30 132, York 
rd, Westminster Bridge 

Perrietre, June Avert, Yardley, Worcester, Baker 
June 2? at 1130 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Pauurrs, Joux Howett, Whitland, Liangan, Carmarthen, 
Butcher May 30 at11 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Rawsow, Wavter Roser, Ipswich, Jobbing Coach Builder 
June 3 at 2.15 Off Rec, 36, Princes st. Ipswich 

Reavetey, Grorcre Hewny, Gainsborongh, Lincs, Whole- 
sale Confectioner June 4ati12 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, 


Tuomas, Tuomas Uzwny, Neston, Chester, Builder June 1 
at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st. Liverpool 

Turner, Wisirerp Exizasetu, Bournemouth, Professional 
Nurse June 1 at2 Messrs Curtis & Sons, 158, Old 

urch rd, Bournemouth 

Watters, Davin, Mardy, Glam, Grocer June 2 at 10.30 
Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Pontypridd 

Wrasse, Evaw Ricwarp, Liandilo, Carmarthen, 
smith May 30at12 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Wizsox, Tuouas H, Old Gravel In, Stepney, Builder 
June1at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wotrexpex, Jouw Procter, Crosshills. nr Keighley, Yorks, 
Farmer Junelatil Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Woon, Wiiu14x Coewerivs, Kingston upon Hull, Labonrer 
May 90 at 11 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Low- 

‘Woops, Frawxcis Epwrx, Manchester, Chemist May 30 at 

11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Asnworts, Ayprew, Burnley, Furniture Broker Burnley 
Pet May 19 Ord May 19 


Austex, Arruur Gopwrn, Cranleigh, Surrey Guildford 
y 12 


Pet Nov7 Ord Ma 


Batuew, Eaxest Witwor, Warrington Warrington Pet | 


April2 Ord May 19 


Bewyett, Hersert Epaar, Brighton, China Dealer 
Brighton Pet May 16 Ord May 18 
Bucanowz, Wiitiam, St Paul’s churchyard High Court 


Pet Feb 13 Ord May 19 

Butier, Atpert, Tredegar rd, Bow, Clerk High Court 
Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

Cuastoy, Harry, New King’s rd, Fulham, Gas Inspector 
High Court Pet May 16 Ord May 19 

Dicks, Vatentive, Pennard mans, Shepherd’s Bush, 
Traveller High Court Pet March 30 Ord May 19 

Dearer, Joserx, Church rd, Battersea, Box Manufacturer 
Wandsworth Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

Eastwoop, ALBERT, Guiseley, nr Leeds, Butcher Leeds 
Pet May 20 Ord May 20 


Extts, Reoisatp Georce, Devonport Plymouth Pet May | 


19 Ord May 19 


Fountarx, Witttam Leonarp, Lincoln, Boot Maker Lin- | 


coln Pet May20 Ord May 20 

Gatu, Wiiuam, and Hersert Gata, Bradford, Packing 
Case Makers Bradford Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

Hatt, Boszrt, Ripon, Yorks, Woodleader Northallerton 
Pet May 16 Ord May 16 

Harpine, Wavrer, Market Lavington, Wilts, Carpenter 
Bath Pet May19 Ord May 19 


Harpy, Wictram, Leicester, Butcher Leicester Pet 
May 18 Ord May 18 } 

Hartiey, Cuarves, Vickers, Bradford, Painter Bradford | 
Pet May18 Ord May 18 

Hiep, Grorce Henry, York, Commission Agent York 
Pet May 19 Ord May 19 | 


I:zs, Roper, Swift st, Fulham, Builder High Court Pet 
March 24 Ord May 18 

Jackson, Frep, Liverpool, Mathematical Instrument 
Dealer Liverpool Pet March 25 Ord May 18 

Joux, Jostan, Clydach, Liangyfelach, Glam, Tailor Neath 
and Aberavon Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

Kaiser, Anram, Fremont st, King Edward rd, South 
Hackney High Court Pet April7 Ord May 16 


Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

Mrz, Joun Tuomas, Loughborough, Tailor Leicester 
Pet May18 Ord May 18 

Merry, Tuomas, Northampton, Auctioneer Northampton 
Pet April16 Ord May 18 

Miuver, Jouxy Mevsourng, Horne, Horley Croydon Pet 
Feb 27 Ord May 21 

Moses, Witttam, Leeds, Rag Merchant Leeds Pet May 
20 Ord May 20 


Amended notice substituted for oh panes in the 
London Gazette of April 3: 
Sugarman, Taomas Geonae, Enfield, 8tationer Edmonton 
Pet Feb 26 Ord May 28 


London Gazette,—Toxspay, May 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Asuworrs, Isapetia, Brierfield, Lancs Burnley Pet 
May8 Ord May 21 

Bapcea, Fraeperic Wittiam, Newport, Mon, Printer’s 
Manager Newport,Mon Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

Baitey, Jonw Cuartes, Kingston upon Hull, Plumber 
Kingston upon Hull Pet May 2i Ord May 21 

Beit, Sipysy Erwyest, Croydon, Billiard Table Manu- 
facturer Croydon Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Brows, Tsaomas, and Jonw Bonp, Birkdale, Lancs, 
uilders Liverpool Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Butrerworts, Atrrep, Heywood, Lancs, en Driller 
Bolton Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

Cazsgry, Louisa, Nottingham, Fancy Draper Nottingham 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Cotsy, Maup Mary, Princess rd, Regent’s Park, Fish 
Dealer High Court Pet Mav 22 Ord May 22 

CroaspeLL, Samugt Taomas, Workington, Cumberland, 
a Engineer Cockermouth Pet Mayz Ord 

y 22 
a pe Bloxwich, Grocer Walsall Pet May 20 Ord 


Ewe.t, Georce, and Taomas Heap, Short Heath, nr 
Wolverhampton, Lieensed Victuallers Wolverhampton 
Pet May 9 Ord May 22 

a) aes Bolton, Gardener Bolton Pet May 20 


| 
| Goacagr, Eanest, Worksop, Notts, Electrical Engineer 


Sheffield Pet May19 Ord May 23 

Groom, Emerson Forster, New st, 8t Martin's In, Map 
Publisher High Court Pet March 17 Ord May 22 

Hat, Ausrey Eaerton, Woodville gdns, Ealing, i 
High Court Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

Hareison, Joun, Northwich, Stonemason Crewe Pet May 
21 Ord May 21 


Luckxatr, Wittiam Jony, Chatham, Tobacconist Rochester | i ae, Bale Cees 


Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Jackson, tLu14M ArtTHurR, Leicester, Coal Merchant 
Leicester Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Jameson, Crana, Middlesbrough, Caterer Middlesbrough 
Pet May7 Ord May 23 

Jones, Auruur James. Lianbradach, Glam, Colliery 
Labourer Pontypridd Pet May 22 Ord May 22 


| Leg, Wittiam Hersent, Southport, Assistant Storekeeper 


Muir, WituraAm Josera, Camden st, Camden Town High | 


Court Pet April15 Ord May 16 

Osr, Jouy, Out Rawcliffe, nr Garstang, Lancs, Farmer 
Preston PetMay18 Ord May 18 

Paprpacena, Arrrepo Rosgsrto Giacomo Franorsco, 
Florian rd, Patney, Foreign Correspondence Clerk 
Wandsworth Pet May18 Ord May 18 


Liverpool Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
Lewin, GeorcE, ing, Club Steward Reading Pet 
May 20 Ord May 20 


| Lucas, Joun Westiey, Durham, Cycle Dealer Durham 


Pet May 22 Ord May 22 
Lumsogx, Joun Tuomas, Waterloo, Blyth, Northumberland, 
Tailor Newcastleon Tyne Pet May 23 Ord May 23 


| Messencer, Josern, Ramsgate, Fish Merchant High Court 


} 
Quartermaine, Tuomas, Shoreham, Sussex, Painting Con- 


tractor Brighton Pet April 28 Ord May 18 

Raysoy, Water Ropert, Ipswich, Jobbing Coach Builder 
Ipswich Pet May19 Ord May 19 

Rose, James Hewry, Brislington 
Assistant Bristol Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

Suita, WitiiaM Sraystey, Be , nr Wrexham, Den- 
bigh Wrexham Pet May18 Ord May 18 

Starkey, Arruur, Kingsley, Chester, Licensed Victualler 
Warrington Pet May 20 Ord May 20 


, Somerset, Outfitter’s | 


Taomas, Tuomas Henny, Neston, Cheshire, Builder Birk- 


enhead Pet April 25 Ord May 14 
Tuomrson, Apa, Chesterfield, Draper 
May 19 Ord May 19 


Chesterfield Pet 


Wauraa, Louis, Shoreditch, Tailor High Court Pet April 


Ord May 19 
Wattens, Davip, Mardy, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd Pet 
May i8 Ord May 18 


| Price, Fawwre, Liverpool, Confectioner Liverpool 


Wires, Jonxw Wiiitam, Croydon, Builder Croydon Pet | 


Jan 30 Ord May 18 
Wotrenpex, Joun Procrer, Crosshills, nr Keighley, Yorks, 
Farmer Bradford Pet May16 Ord May 19 
Woop, Wii11aM Cornetivs, Kingston upon Hull, Labourer 
Kington upon Hull Pet May 19 May 19 
Woops, Francis Epwix, Manchester, Chemist Manchester 
Pet May5 Ord May 20 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
i w pe —_ of May 15: 
perts, Water Georas, Leicester High Cour 
March 4 Ord May7 ° salons shale 


Pet April 24 Ord May 22 
Mitier, Ferperick Joun, Reading, Storekeeper Reading 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22 
Mortox, ALbert Epwanp, Abersychan, Mon, Builder New- 
port,Mon Pet May23 Ord May 2% 
Mousray, Joszra Tuomsoy, Gunterstone rd, West Kensing- 
ton, Accountant HighCourt PetApril8 Ord May 
OstLere, Antuur, Nottingham pl, Baker st, Merchant 
High Coart Pet Feb19 Ord May 20 
Licensed 


bury Pet May 22 Ord May 22 
Pitkisetox, Joun Wituiam, Chorley, Lancs, Beerseller 
Bolton ‘Pet May 21 Ord May 21 ne 


April 24 Ord May 21 

Reckygevt, THomas Samury, Bermondsey st, 
Undertaker High Court Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

Rezs, Witt1am, Waunwen, Swansea, Copperworker Swan- 
sea Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Rosixsox, Wittiam, Nottingham, Jeweller Nottingham 
Pet May 21 Ord May 23 

Rousp, Frepeaick Aubert, Wootton Wawen, Warwick, 
Baker Warwick Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

Se.iees, Hersert Burpett, Preston, Manchester Goods 
Merchant Preston Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Sueruerp, George Atpert, Seven Kings, Iford, 
Builder Chelmsford Pet March 26 Ord April 22 

Suita, James, Wetherby, Yorks, Veterinary Surgeon York 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
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Srimpson, WItiiam, yn ty Cla: Park, Brewer 
Wandsworth Pet May. nd Bhay 22 


Texte & Co, W G, Ken 
Court Pet April 15 Ord May 21 
Wesser, Faaxx — Bristol, Goldemith Bristol Pet 
W ub Onn te P Lianerchym: Anglesey, 
ILLIAMS, Susans, — rc 
Coal Merchant nag May 22 "Ord Anes 
Woop, Aataur ag Wigginton, Yorks, , i 
York Pet — 21 Ord Muy 21 
Wesel tees be R, Bradford, Merchant Bradford Pet May 6 


Amended notice substituted for that gmat in the 
London Gazette of May 1 


Cog, Jounx Horr, 5 ede Engineer High Court 
Pet Aprii9 Ord May 7 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Anyotp, Henry, St George, Bristol June 3at 11.45 Off 
, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Battzy, Joun CHARLES, Kingston upon Hull, Plumber 

— 8 at 11 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Low- 


_— 
Barkew, Eanust Witmot, Warrington Juue 3 at 2.30 
ff Reo, Byrom st, Manchester 
pen Sipwry Earnest, Croydon, Bi'liard Table Manu- 
facturer June3ati1.30 182, York rd, Westminster 


Bridge 
Bensett, Hersert Epcar, Brighton, China 

June 3atil Off Rec, 4 Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
Bopitt, Apo.rays, New righton, Commission Agent 

atll Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Burtwes, Joan, r, Carter June 3 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, 
Eastgate row, Checker 
Burrgzrworts, ae yt = Iron Driller June 4 at 


3 19, 

Carter, Wnuiaw, ash. Kent, Baker June 4at9.30 Off 
Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Cotsy, ‘Maup Mary, Princess rd, Regent’s Park, Fish 
Dealer June 4 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Ce, doe, © pl, whe Merchant 


‘une Deabrepeet a ene 
Town a, Engineers High | ra Henry, Shrewab' emist , a 8 at 11.30 


, 22, Swan hill, Geoencbers. ; 
| Piexrrarox, Jou Wittram, Chorley, Lancs, Beerseller 
June 5 at 3.30 19, Exchange st, Bolton 
Prackxetr, Henry, Dra by, Coal Dealer June 3 
atll Off Ree, 47, all st Derby 
Rapiey, ALBERT Grorar, Easton ‘in Gordano, Somerset, 
Insurance Broker June 3 at 11.30 Off yan 26, Bald- 
win st, Bristol 
REcKNRLL, Tuomas Samui, Bermondsey 
Undertaker June dat 11 Bankruptcy ot, perm raed 
Rer.iy, Tuomas, »Grocer June 4at11.30 Carey ot 


st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Scartven, Grorce, Stafford, Baker June 5 at 2.30 Swan 
Hotel, Stafford 

Sirsa, me Sparkbrook, Birmingham, Baker June 4 
at 11.30 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Surrn, James, Wetherb yey Veterinary Su June 
5at3.30 Off Rec, Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

Starkey, Antuur, Kingsley, Cheshire, Licensed Victualler 
June 3at3 Off Rec, — st, Manchester 

Srimpdox, Wittiam, Gapham Pi Park, Brewer 
June 4 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 


Tempte & Co, WG, Kentish Town a, Engineers June 4 
at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Care by A 

Wasp, Wit oa" Penarth, Glam. Journalist June 4 
at3 Off Rec, 117, 8t t, Cardiff 

Wise, Arruur, New Bri = Aug Bristol, Compositor 
June 3at12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


Woop, ArTaur Ernest, Wigginton, Yorks, Gardener 
June 6 at 3 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, 


R, Bradford, ~! ces June 5 at ll Off Rec, 
e st, Bradford 


or’ 
Werte 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Bavorr, Freperic Wittiam, Newport, Printer’s Manager 
Newport, Mon Pet May 22 Ord May 22 
Bamar. Joun Cuarves, Kingston upon Hull, Plumber 





Davigs, Jonny, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, C 
June 3 at 12.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Eastwoop, Apert, Guiseley, nr Leeds, Butcher June 3 


atil Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
FLerousr, Josers, Dore, Derby, Joiner June 4 at 11,30 
Off Rec, In, Sheffiel 
GavuLteR, Epw ARD, Bolton, Gardener June 5 at 3 19, 
st, Bolton 


Groom, Emzason Forster, New st, 8t Martin’s In, Map 
Publisher June5at 12 Bankru bldgs, Carey st 
Hap.iey, Henry Tuomas, Smethwick, Staffs, Baker June 
4at 12.30 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Harz, Wiu..1am McGairx, Leigh on Sea, Essex, Clerk 

H June 3 at ee —_ a ville gan Bal 

ALL, AUBREY ERTON, mS ng, Engi- 

neer June 5 at 11 sr bldgs, Ca 

Haut, Rosert, Ripon, Yorks, Woodleader 7 8at ill 

Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrours 

Hanais, ARTHUR Jamas, and Roserat Srviey, Cardiff, 

uous Merchants June 3 at3 Off Rec, 117, Bt 


Mary st, 

Harris, CHARLES Apert, Derby, Draper June 3 at 12 
Off , 47, Full st, Derby 

Howsoy, Wittas, Ecclesall, Sheffield, Builder June 4 at 
12 Off Rec, Fi in, Sheffield 

Hucues, Huon, rthengam, Trelogan, nr Holywell, 

Lianasa, Flint, Builder June 3 at 2.30 Crypt chmbrs, 
Eastgate row, Chester 

Jones, ArtTHurn James, Lianbradach, Glam, Colliery 
tebouser, a June 4 at 10.30 Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, 

Lewis, Moss, Wigmore st, Ladies’ Belt Manufacturer 
June at 11 Bankruptcy biden Carey st 

Luckett, Wituram Jonny, C! ae ed Tobacconist June 15 
at 12.15 115, High st, 

Mzz, Joun Tuomas, cee, Tailor June 3 at 12 
Off Rec, 1, Be st, Leicester 

sgate, Fish Merchant June 5 at 

2 bidgs, Curey st 

Moses, Wituiam, Leeds, Rag Merchant June 3 at 11.30 

Mi Off 24, Se —7 st, ta inane 

umFoRD, Toomas W atts , Lodging House K. 

June 23 at 2.80 County Court ’ Offices, 24, Cambridge 


Murray, Joserx Tuomrson, Gunsterstone rd, West Ken- 
teed June 3 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Carey 
Onn, Ag Out Raweliffe, nr Garstang, Lancs, Farmer 
June 5 at 10 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 





upon Hull Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Best, oe Ervest, Croydon, Billiard — Manu- 
facturer Croydon Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Brown, THomas, and Joxn Bonp, suneale, Builders 
Liverpool Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Borrerwortu, ALFRED, yt Lancs, Iron Driller 
Bolton Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

Cuatmers, Ropert Bexyamtx, Birmingham, lame & Manu- 

rer Birmingham Pet April 28 Ord May 

Currey, Louisa, Nottingham, Fancy Draper Nottingnam 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Co.sy, Mav Mary, Princess rd, wr 8 Park, Fish 
Dealer High Court Pet ie Ord Mav 22 

Coopss, ~ Be Staffs, Iron Agent Weat Brom- 
wich Pet March 16.’ Ord May 

Corcos, ‘orowon Haim, Reashter Park, Salford, Merchant 
Salford Pet April 29 Ord May 23 

Caogepeet Samvuet Tuomas, Keswick, pao ee 

Workington Pet May 22 Ord May 

Dattox, Henry Joun, Melbourne hn 

Furnitu ure High Court Pet poeil ond 


May 

Davis, 1s, Jou, Bloxwich, Staffs, Grocer Walsall Pet May 

y 20 

a. Samurt, aod Atrrep Henry Sam Bristol, 
Millers Bristol Pet May1i Ord May 21 

Grauam, James, Richmond, Confectioner Wandsworth 
Pet May7 Ord May 23 

Guapon-Resow, Heoror Joux, Eaton pl Windsor Pet 
Dec 20 Ord May 16 

Hatt, Ausasy Eorrtox, Woodville oa Ses, Engineer 
High Court Pet May 22 Ord 

Harrisox, Jonx, Northwich, Ae hal Crewe Pet 
May 21 Ord May 21 

Henperson-Ror, Curistoruer Gorpon, Crediton, nr 
Exeter High Court, Pet ea, rill Ord May #i 

—, Wituiam, Eccl effield, Builder Sheffield 

mn 21 Ord May 21 

pe... ILLIAM y Sal Leicester, Coal Merchant 
Leicester Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Jones, AaTuur James, Lianbradach, Glam, Siting 
Labourer Pontypridd Pet May 22 Ord Ma 

ines, Georce Epaar, and Octavius ALLEN ae 
yt borough, Jewellers Scarborough Pet April 14 


Ord May 23 

Lez, Witu1aM Heapert, Southport, Assistant Storekeeper 
Liverpool Pet May 21 O May 21 

Lewis, Groror, Reading, Club steward Reading Pet 
May 20 Ord May 20 





The Oldest Insurance Office in the World. 








Awa | 


R & 
we orrice 























Copied from Polley dated 1728, 


viz SUN 


PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
SICKNESS and DISEASE,|] and BMPLOYERS' LIABILITY 
ity FIDELITY GUARANTEE, | including ACCIDENTS TO 

; BURGLARY, 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrice: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 





Insuraaces effected against the following risks :— 


FIRE. 
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION 


DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


FUNDS IN HAND . 


- £2,764,234. 


Lewié, Josnua James, A Butcher Aberystwyth 
a Pet d May 13 Ord May 19 tnd 
1a det aytouyHeight, ne B 1 7 edhe 
cas, Joun Wretey, —_ Dealer ham 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22 -_ 


> Jouyx Tuomas, ioe Nortbem berland, 
ewceastie on Tyne Pet 23 
Mawsstt, Wittiam Ronert, ey & 4 ~ 
IofM Madeley Pot May 18 Or 4 t 2 
LLER, FREDERICK ro 3 Store! 
Pet May 22 Ord May 
Morrow, ALBerat ion Abersychan 
Mason N » Mon Rs - Ord May 23 
Paremay, Tayior,. Medbo 
Victualler Leicester Pet «May 23 Ord May 93 
Partisos, Heway, Belle Y" Shrewsbury, 
P Shrewsbu' bi? ay Ted it 
ILKiNeGTON, Joux Wicttam, Chorley, Lancs, Beerseller 
Bolton Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
Rexs, Wituam, Waun 8 Worker 
Swansea Pet gr Ord May 28” Copper 
Stoke upon Trent Pet 
May 4 Ord May 22 


Ricnarpson, Grorrrey a Norwich Pet Feb 18 
Ord May 22 


Ronimaox, Wintsax, No jrottingham, Jeweller Nottingham 


Seciens, Heapert fa bol Preston, Manchester Goods 
Merchant Preston Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
ome. Le a, Ne _ Veterinary Surgeon York 


Seutrson, 4) King’s av, Pp Brewer 
‘andsworth Yet May 22 Ord _ 
Sec Fasperickx, Covent garden, Market Gardener 

High Court Pet April 24 Ord May 22 
Wituam, Cuaries, Pen , Lianerchymedd, . 
Coal Merchant . 4 ~ -Ord May 
Woop, Arraur Eawest, Haxby, Y: he, Gaston York 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 


Waiaut, Grorcs Ruri, Bradford, Merchant Bradford 
Pet May6 Ord May 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Bigsipy, Horace Craupe Yaseen, and Taomas BioxesTetTu 


Beasy, Liverpool, Solicitors Liverpool ud May 1, 
1902 Annul May 22, 1908 (So far as mh i) 
Bickesteth Be’ ~— 
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Andrew v. Bridgman 

An Arbitration between Colman and W at- 
son, Re 
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Bank of England v. Cutler 

Barnett (Deceased), Re. Dawes v. 
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Batho and Another v. Cross and Others 

Bellingham & Co. (Lim.) v. Hurley 
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Birkett v. Birkett 
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(Lim.) 

Bottomley v. Brougham 
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EseP ..060 
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Coulden 
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Crossley Bros. (Lim.) v. Lee 
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Crozier, Stephens & Co. v. 
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Curtice v. London City 

Debtor, A, Re 

Debtor, A, Re. 


Me — 
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and Midland ver 


Ex parte Carden 
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